Flipping Assessment: Formative Peer Feedback Activities in Second Language English Writing Using Web 2.0 Applications by Rowan, Paul A.R.
Nova Southeastern University
NSUWorks
Fischler College of Education: Theses and
Dissertations Abraham S. Fischler College of Education
1-1-2015
Flipping Assessment: Formative Peer Feedback
Activities in Second Language English Writing
Using Web 2.0 Applications
Paul A.R. Rowan
Nova Southeastern University, p.fksw.rwn@gmail.com
This document is a product of extensive research conducted at the Nova Southeastern University Abraham S.
Fischler College of Education. For more information on research and degree programs at the NSU Abraham
S. Fischler College of Education, please click here.
Follow this and additional works at: http://nsuworks.nova.edu/fse_etd
Part of the Education Commons
Share Feedback About This Item
This Dissertation is brought to you by the Abraham S. Fischler College of Education at NSUWorks. It has been accepted for inclusion in Fischler
College of Education: Theses and Dissertations by an authorized administrator of NSUWorks. For more information, please contact
nsuworks@nova.edu.
NSUWorks Citation
Paul A.R. Rowan. 2015. Flipping Assessment: Formative Peer Feedback Activities in Second Language English Writing Using Web 2.0
Applications. Doctoral dissertation. Nova Southeastern University. Retrieved from NSUWorks, Abraham S. Fischler School of
Education. (57)
http://nsuworks.nova.edu/fse_etd/57.
Flipping Assessment:  Formative Peer Feedback Activities in Second Language English 
Writing Using Web 2.0 Applications  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
by 
Paul A. R. Rowan 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
An Applied Dissertation Submitted to the 
Abraham S. Fischler School of Education 
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
for the Degree of Doctor of Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Nova Southeastern University 
2015
 ii 
Approval Page 
 
This applied dissertation was submitted by Paul A. R. Rowan under the direction of the 
persons listed below. It was submitted to the Abraham S. Fischler School of Education 
and approved in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of 
Education at Nova Southeastern University. 
 
 
 
    
Susanne Flannelly, EdD Date 
Committee Chair 
 
 
 
     
Charles Schlosser, PhD Date 
Committee Member 
 
 
 
    
Ronald J. Chenail, PhD Date 
Interim Dean 
 iii 
Statement of Original Work 
 
I declare the following: 
 
I have read the Code of Student Conduct and Academic Responsibility as described in the 
Student Handbook of Nova Southeastern University. This applied dissertation represents 
my original work, except where I have acknowledged the ideas, words, or material of 
other authors. 
 
Where another author’s ideas have been presented in this applied dissertation, I have 
acknowledged the author’s ideas by citing them in the required style.  
 
Where another author’s words have been presented in this applied dissertation, I have 
acknowledged the author’s words by using appropriate quotation devices and citations in 
the required style.  
 
I have obtained permission from the author or publisher—in accordance with the required 
guidelines—to include any copyrighted material (e.g., tables, figures, survey instruments, 
large portions of text) in this applied dissertation manuscript.  
 
 
 
Paul A. R. Rowan 
Signature 
 
Paul A. R. Rowan 
Name 
 
June 16, 2015 
Date  
 
  
 iv 
Acknowledgments 
Over the past four or so years, I have received support from numerous individuals 
along my journey. Beginning with the members of my committee, Dr. C. Schlosser and 
Dr. S. Flannelly: Their guidance and support has made this journey a valuable learning 
experience. To my many friends who offered support, particularly Robert L. Bishop and 
Adam Murray (the one who gave me the initial push), both of whom I have known for 
many years: our discussions helped keep me sane. My colleague and friend, Dr. Keith 
Ford, I cannot thank you enough for your encouragement. To my many colleagues, thank 
you for listening to me ramble about the challenges of completing my dissertation. My 
virtual friends, particularly Bruce Campbell and Megan Conners Murtaugh: I enjoyed 
working and learning with you and I was inspired by our different experiences. Finally, I 
must thank all of the individuals who participated in my study and in my preliminary 
studies. You all worked so hard, not only to learn English, but to help me test my ideas. 
Most importantly, I must thank my family. My late Mum and Dad; my brother 
Chuck, his wife Elaine, and my sister Annette—our formative years helped me to be who 
I am today. To Rie Fukasawa, my wife and partner, you stood by me when you should 
have walked. There were some hard days and you understood how hard it was for me.  
Lastly, to my daughters Kyla and Sasha: I missed a lot of your formative years 
and for that, I am truly sorry. I was writing an essay when I should have been telling you 
a Princess Princess (with their little dog, Chuchu) story at your bedtime. I love you both 
for keeping me grounded. I only hope that my effort to gain this degree has inspired you 
as much as your love has helped and supported me in completing this degree. I thank you 
both, the most.   
 v 
Abstract 
Flipping Assessment: Formative Peer Feedback Activities in Second Language English 
Writing using Web 2.0 Applications. Paul A. R. Rowan, 2015: Applied Dissertation, 
Nova Southeastern University, Abraham S. Fischler School of Education. ERIC 
Descriptors Flipped Assessment, Peer Derived Feedback, Collaborative Learning, 
English (Second Language) Instruction, Blended (Web 2.0) Learning. 
 
This applied dissertation compared traditional peer feedback activities, where students 
comment and edit a peer’s work using red pen on the document, with learner derived 
feedback critiques based on the task requirements provided by the instructor. The 
feedback rubrics were created using a Web 2.0 application wiki. Framed by the 
experiential learning theory in an anagogical learning setting, this task-based approach 
focused on instructing students how to self-correct and edit their work in English 
language classes at the university level in Japan. The objective of the investigation was to 
also identify learner preference for the approach they attempted, to how they conducted 
peer feedback, and whether or not student preferences were demonstrated in their efforts 
to meet the required outcomes. No specific preferences for the type of feedback could be 
clearly identified based in a quantitative survey of the participants. The results for the 
assigned task did show significance in learner performance: vocabulary, F(1, 85) = 
4.055, p = .047; grammar, F(1, 85) = 7.720, p = .009. For content, the p = .143 was not 
significant; however, scores for the treatment group were stronger than those shown by 
the control group. The flipped assessment or peer derived feedback/critique approach to 
peer feedback activities, based on this research, is recommended in second language 
English writing classes and is a suggested activity in other educational disciplines.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 Assessment in the educational field is imperfect, often misunderstood, and a 
seemingly subjective discipline. Where one student completely understands what the task 
requires to be successful, another is filled with questions, and the assessment often does 
not expand the student’s understanding of what is being assessed in part due to the 
student’s lack of understanding of what the required outcomes are. Further, where one 
teacher finds fault, another sees only positive learner output. With summative assessment, 
regardless of the discipline one is taught or teaches, inconsistency with marking grades or 
scoring the assessments is not uncommon. Formative assessments offer revision 
suggestions but this type of assessment is both labor intensive and, like summative 
assessment, it can be inconsistent, particularly in language education (Pica, Lincoln-
Porter, Paninos, & Linnell, 1995). Having learners engage in peer feedback exercises has 
three, arguably obvious, objectives: (a) the learner is given the opportunity of seeing how 
others approach the assigned task; (b) the learner who offers feedback develops 
experience in how to critically review the work; and (c) the receiver of the feedback is 
able to improve the assigned task and thus be more able to meet the requisite outcomes.  
 The peer feedback activity has been a tool used in both education and industry 
and has been applied with the purpose of building learning/skill/work outcomes. The 
recent influence of Web 2.0 technology on education has allowed new approaches to be 
tried in how education is delivered and what can be accomplished with both blended 
learning environments and traditional classrooms. The peer feedback/critique activity is 
one area where Web 2.0 applications can also provide exciting opportunities for students 
to learn to exchange ideas and for the researcher to study its impact and potential for both 
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the student and the teacher.    
Background and Justification  
Formative peer feedback activities have been used to provide both formative and 
summative/evaluative critiques for fellow students to guide revisions to one’s work. As 
an educational tool, peer feedback activities are commonly used and are a well-studied 
component in most academic disciplines in education as well as in the business 
environment (Kutzhanova, Lyons, & Lichtenstein, 2009; Liu & Carless, 2006; Norton, 
1992; Orsmond, Merry, & Reiling, 2000; Paulus, 1999; Pica, 1991; Pica et al., 1995; 
Topping, 2008; Yuen Loke & Chow, 2005). It is notable that peer feedback activities 
have been in use for writing classes for more than 200 years (Topping, 2008), and the use 
of peer assessment has been increasing in a wide range of the disciplines, as has been 
noted by Brew, Riley, and Walta (2009). 
Formative peer feedback activities require participants (those who give feedback 
for a classmate’s work and later receive like feedback from a peer) to review or to 
consider a peer’s work with a mandate to then to critique or correct errors, specify the 
level, value, or quality of the work being assessed as based on the assessor’s knowledge 
and experience (Topping, 2008). Peer feedback is used as a tool that can aid the students’ 
learning opportunities by building the students’ experience in how they work with the 
task being assessed. Brutus and Donia (2010), Brew et al. (2009), and Liu & Carless 
(2006) have shown in the research that students are capable, with guidance, of providing 
the critiquing points that are needed to aid fellow learners. A further goal of peer 
feedback is to offer learners experience critiquing others’ work and gain the experiences 
needed to revise one’s own work, even if used on a limited basis (Pica et al., 1995).  
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Generally, peer feedback is either unstructured (free from guidance or with 
limited structure) or guided with a clearly defined set of criteria for feedback on which to 
focus. For example, in the language classroom, feedback in a face-to-face setting allows 
for interaction and clarification between participants where questions might arise (Ho & 
Savignon, 2007), with it being either a free or guided feedback that is limited in its scope. 
The opportunity and ability to orally question what has been reviewed is seen as a 
positive experience, particularly as opposed to an asynchronous peer feedback activity 
where there are no face-to-face meetings (Ho & Savignon, 2007). The importance of this 
can be seen in language education where, for example, the learner of English studies it as 
a foreign language (EFL) because they are in non-English speaking countries and so 
rarely have the opportunity to engage with the English language outside of the classroom. 
Conversely, for the English as a second language (ESL) learner, English is the lingua 
franca both within and without the classroom.  
With all language learners, cross-lingual misunderstanding is not only common 
but also expected. This means that the task objectives are often lost in translation. Adding 
to the observable concerns regarding peer feedback activities is that when revising work, 
learners often do not identify follow-up mistakes that have not been previously or 
specifically identified, including pattern errors (Gedye, 2010). The approach to peer 
feedback used here centers on the building of the student’s self-reliance skills in the 
subject of study.  
Research Problem 
The potential for the peer derived feedback exercise was clearly demonstrated as a 
positive learning activity in a study by Orsmond et al. (2000). In this study, Orsmond et 
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al. (2000) coupled learning potential with improvements to the efficacy of the peer 
feedback exercise. They sought to improve learner comprehension of both the task 
requirements and its outcome goals, in this case a presentation activity. The peer derived 
feedback/critique outlined by the Orsmond et al. (2000) study is useful for a teacher 
seeking to engage learners in a variety of educational disciplines and was of particular 
interest for use in a second language (L2) learning environment as per this study. 
Working with native English (L1) language users, Orsmond et al. (2000) discussed the 
researchers’ experiences within a university level biology class. The peer feedback 
objective was to enhance the student’s understanding of a presentation activity’s 
objectives. Indeed, this research into learner derived feedback activities was structurally 
inspired by the discovery of the Orsmond et al. (2000) study. Anecdotal evidence 
suggested that in a class of language learners, students who attempted to derive a peer 
feedback rubric showed that the process of having learners formulate their own feedback 
rubric had a significant impact on task outcomes. An increase in learner motivation, 
comprehension on task outcomes, and final outcomes, all of which can outweigh the 
time-management issues, were suggested in the Orsmond et al. (2000) study. 
Student comprehension of an assignment’s success markers is not always equal to 
what is needed for one’s individual success with an instructor-assigned learning activity. 
While the parameters or requirements for success in an assigned task are not always 
clearly defined, at least from the recipient’s perspective, the requirements for success are 
usually provided. In the language learning class, this gap in communicative 
understanding between learner and instructor is more pronounced and problematic than in 
other educational disciplines. With the purpose of this study being focused on learner 
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comprehension of task success parameters, a student-centered approach to learning that 
focuses on learner awareness was central to this study.  
The task of having students engaged in peer feedback activities has been shown to 
be a potentially effective tool in preliminary studies that helped bridge this teacher-
student communication gap by providing an informative approach that “involve[s] 
members of a group evaluating fellow group members on specific traits, behaviors, or 
achievements” (Norton, 1992, p. 387). A further objective of the peer feedback task has 
been to engage learners with the task of improving a classmate’s work based on the 
feedback the learner provides. This study investigated the effectiveness of a structured 
formative assessment rubric that reflected learner descriptions of the required outcomes 
for an assigned task. To demonstrate the peer-derived assessment/critique’s potential for 
use in the classroom, a control group following a more traditional red pen on paper 
approach for giving peer feedback was used. Furthermore, a review of the literature 
demonstrates the peer feedback activity’s current flexibility and its potential using Web 
2.0 tools online in a blended (online and asynchronous/classroom) learning environment, 
including its merits and demerits.  
Deficiencies in the Evidence 
While a great deal has been written on the topic of peer feedback, the positive or 
negative qualities that peer feedback activities hold, feedback activities are not a 
cornerstone activity in education. For example, traditional feedback activities are teacher-
centered summative assessments. Formative assessments, while beneficial, place the 
emphasis on the reviewer to find all mistakes, rather than to identify types of problems 
that frequently occur and to advise the owner of what must be corrected. While the labor-
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intensive nature of the peer derived feedback worksheet may have contributed to the lack 
of research into this process, new technologies have made this approach to building 
learner understanding of the assigned tasks and the required outcomes for success much 
more accessible. Furthermore, while many instructors make the effort to provide marking 
criteria and to make peer feedback constructive with comments, otherwise known as red 
pen marking, “students rarely seem to engage effectively with feedback comments” 
(Gedye, 2010, p. 40).  
More importantly, learner feedback activities usually encompass other, equally 
important functions that center on the learner’s experience with the task, which include 
being able to analytically review what peers are doing. This allows the student to gain 
insight into different approaches to the activity. A major concern has been expressed in 
discussions surrounding the issue of learner error identification and correction. Many 
instructors indicate that if the mistake is not identified, it is not addressed, and this can 
lead to mistakes recurring and even becoming habitual, a particular problem in L2 
education. To address this concern of L2 instructors, the initial hypothesis of peer derived 
formative feedback is that the users who developed the rubric have a stronger understand 
understanding of the task outcomes and assessment definitions. If a peer identifies a 
problematic pattern, the owner of the work understands the nature of the feedback—
because together, they help define what the problem is as outlined in the task 
requirements. With this information, provided by a peer, authors are then able to revise 
their work because they helped define what constitutes success. Moreover, with the 
exception of the Orsmond et al. (2000) study, little other work has been attempted in peer 
derived assessment criteria for formative feedback activities.   
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Audience 
 The intended audience for this study are educators and students both in L2 
courses, and in general education courses using a first language (L1). As this study 
focuses on English language learners, instructors of L2 English will have the best 
opportunity to use this approach to conduct formative feedback. However, the guiding 
principles behind peer derived feedback activity, as demonstrated by Orsmond et al. 
(2000), can be applied in other educational disciplines, with necessary modifications in 
order for it to meet its applied objectives. Indeed, this research will aid instructors by 
providing a clear instructional approach that can help the teacher, as one example of an 
effective application of Web 2.0 technologies, used for the facilitation of learner 
comprehension of task outcomes.  
Definition of Terms  
Assessment. This term describes how a task is evaluated based on identified 
success markers for a given task/assignment or activity.  
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). CEFR is the language 
ability scale used in Europe to identify the level/ability (see Table 1) of language learners 
(Council of Europe, 2011). These descriptors are applicable regardless of the language 
being studied.  
Table 1 
Common European Framework of Reference  
Basic user Independent user Proficient user 
A1 –
Beginner 
A2 –
Elementary 
B1 –
Intermediate 
B2 – Upper 
Intermediate 
C1 – Lower 
Advanced 
C2 –
Proficient 
 
Derived. The term derived is used to describe how students explain or formulate 
assessment criteria and the descriptors for a feedback rubric based on a given set of task 
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requirements.  
Formative peer feedback. This term is one that describes a type of feedback that 
can be used to critique a peer’s work. The objective here is to provide information to the 
author for the work beyond a simple score. The advice given to the author is advice on 
how to improve the final product in the assigned task.  
Participative feedback. Refers to the activity where classmates or peers 
collaboratively participate in giving critiques of an assigned task or assignment/activity 
related to one’s work. The objective of participative feedback is to actively engage with 
the task with the goal of improving the final output of an assigned task. 
Peer assessment. Peer assessment is much like peer feedback but the objective is 
one of providing a summative score, based on a predetermined set of assessment 
parameters for the assigned task. 
Peer feedback. This is a collaborative learning activity where student peers 
provide critiquing feedback for formative purpose for an assigned task. The work is then 
returned to the owner who is then expected to revise the work based on the feedback 
received with the objective of meeting the assigned task’s outcomes. 
Summative assessment. This is the score given for an assigned task that is 
represented as either a numeric percentage or a letter grade to define the degree of 
success for the given task. 
Wiki. A type of collaborative (information building/sharing) Web 2.0 software 
application that can be a standalone computer application (Teehan, 2010), It is often 
found in learning content management systems (LMCS or LMS) (for example 
Blackboard, Moodle) or in focused websites (for example www.wikispaces.com). They 
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allow for collaboration between users to add, modify, or delete content on a specific topic 
or document that is shared online. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this quantitative study was to investigate the potential of having 
students, using a wiki, derive a feedback rubric based on task requisites for use in a 
formative peer feedback writing exercise. Working with L2 English learners studying 
English in academic preparation courses (needed to enter overseas universities outside of 
Japan), the study sought to measure differences between a control and a treatment cohort 
in three critical areas: written content, written vocabulary, and written grammar. Using 
these assessment areas, the study sought to identify the structural efficacy for the 
collaborative peer feedback activity and learner preferences of the same. The study 
compares the effectiveness of the collaborative peer defined feedback form with 
traditional peer feedback (red pen on paper) in an L2 written essay task. The study also 
sought to gauge these L2 learners’ interest in the type of peer feedback activity in which 
they were engaged. The purpose for investigating learner interest in the type of approach 
in which they engage is to better understand learner motivation for the peer feedback 
activity.  
In attempting to identify the type of peer feedback activity that best engages the 
learner with the assigned task, the study hypothesized that learners who collaboratively 
derive a formative feedback rubric can improve mean task scores more than the 
traditional (red pen on paper) feedback approach. The study also attempts to identify 
whether or not the type of peer feedback activity students engage in has any influence on 
the student’s task scores—the study expects the treatment group show an increase in their 
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acceptance of the peer critiques. Though not a correlational study, this study had the 
focused goal to identify the differences in class and time management for the purpose of 
identifying the approach that offers the best time management options against learner 
results in their efforts to meet task outcomes.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
The following literature review consists of ten sections. The initial section, Peer 
Feedback, begins with an outline of what constitutes a peer feedback or critiquing 
activity. Background to Peer Feedback examines the history and the impact the peer 
feedback activity has had in the second language-learning field by highlighting key 
considerations for its use in second language education. The section, Concerns with the 
Formative Peer Feedback Activity, discusses where the concerns with peer feedback 
activities lie. Peer Feedback: the Objective, investigates the instructional objectives for 
the use of peer feedback. The Methodology section discusses the approach being used for 
this study and to inform the reader of the participating students studying English as an 
acquired language at the university level in Japan and these students’ past language 
learning experiences. The section, Learners and Assessment, discusses trends in having 
greater learner participation in setting goals. The section, Counter Arguments to the Peer 
Feedback Activity, discusses where researchers have felt that the peer feedback activity 
was not successful, with implications on how a peer feedback activity can best be utilized 
for this study. In Assessment Objectives of Peer Feedback, specific objectives for the use 
of a peer feedback activity are discussed. The section on Technology and Peer Feedback 
looks at the Web 2.0 applications being used with peer feedback and collaborative 
learning. The chapter ends with a conclusion and the research questions that this study 
seeks to answer.  
Peer Feedback 
In the field of education there is a constant need to improve learner performance 
and teacher instruction. One tool traditionally used to improve learner performance and 
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outcomes while also impacting learner motivation has been feedback activities. One type 
of feedback is teacher-to-student with the student submitting the work for assessment. 
This is a time intensive activity for the teacher, particularly in L2 education, in part 
because teachers must indicate erroneous or inappropriate uses of the studied (English) 
language. They must then offer or provide corrective forms to replace the errors. 
Teachers, so as to be less direct and thus engage learner self-reliance, might offer 
multiple correct forms, hints, or clues that might then elicit the learners’ corrective 
revisions of their errors (Yoshida, 2010).  
Of course, the feedback can be either written or oral, and the corrective feedback 
may be explicit or implicit (Löfgren, 2013). However, unlike Yoshida’s (2010) thoughts 
on where feedback should come from, many teachers use peer feedback activities as an 
instructional component of a lesson or task, in part to reduce the amount of time a 
teacher-centered form of feedback would entail. Regardless, the feedback activity has 
numerous approaches to how it is implemented in the classroom, as can be noted in some 
of the recent research (Baeten, Struyven, & Dochy, 2013; Liang, 2010; Löfgren, 2013; 
Orsmond et al., 2000; Royal, & Ross, 2013; Strayer, 2012; Van Zundert, Sluijsmans, & 
Van Merriënboer, 2010; Woo, Chu, & Li, 2013)  
In light of the numerous approaches or purposes cited for incorporating peer 
feedback activities in the classroom, formative peer feedback is one activity that 
continues to show benefits in education (Reinholz, 2015). By focusing not just on the 
feedback as a part of instruction but on how feedback is conducted, with the mechanics of 
its use and the resultant revisions based on feedback, this activity can become a 
substantial supportive component to a task. The feedback activity aids learners by 
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providing experience with the instructional task or function as they learn to provide a 
formative critique or assessment of a peer’s assigned task. The peer feedback activity can 
be used to expand learner abilities with a task while strengthening the learner’s 
comprehension of the assigned task’s objectives and the outcomes that must be met. The 
literature review focuses on four factors that make up the formative peer feedback 
activity with Web 2.0 technology: (a) the actual activity; (b) the methodology; (c) 
treatment of the population; and (d) technological considerations and applications that 
have been reported as tools for conducting peer feedback events in education with L2. 
Background to Peer Feedback 
The focus of formative assessments, which can also provide an evaluative or 
summative score, is to provide a student with a formative critique of his or her assigned 
task in an educational environment. The feedback allows the receiver to revise or make 
changes to the work in order to better meet assigned task outcomes (Topping, 2008). 
However, time constraints are a concern. For the instructor, red pen to paper formative 
feedback can be a labor intensive process with each paper receiving x number of minutes 
each and, if the teacher has 25 students, feedback for each assignment for each class can 
add a significant amount of course-preparation time to each teacher’s workload. 
Furthermore, while formative peer feedback activities are a positive consideration, 
ineffective or undirected feedback by peers can lessen the positive potential that peer 
feedback can have in learning. 
Peer feedback has a well-established tradition of providing formative and 
informative critiques on a given task from one’s peers, both in education and other fields 
of business. Indeed, Topping (2008) references a speech given by Gaillet (1992) 
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discussing the work of Professor George Jardine (University of Glasgow 1774 to 1826) 
and Jardine’s insights into the methods and advantages of peer assessment activities. The 
significance here is the acknowledgment of peer feedback as an activity that has been in 
used in education for hundreds of years and that peer feedback is still an important issue 
in academia. Indeed, formative peer feedback activities are commonly used as tools that 
provide evaluative, summative, and formative critiques or assessment in countless fields 
such as education, health, business, and in technology industries (Chen & Tsai, 2009; 
Fadde, 2009; Norton, 1992; Orsmond et al., 2000; Paulus, 1999; Pica, 1991; Pica et al., 
1995; Topping, 2008; Yuen Loke & Chow, 2007).  
The peer feedback activity’s functional objective should have a clear focus for the 
learner if it is to be brought into the classroom. It should provide formative feedback that 
involves “members of a group [for] evaluating fellow group members on specific traits, 
[behaviors], or achievements” (Norton, 1992, p. 387). Potential application of peer 
feedback is limited only by the instructor’s need. Yet, for peer feedback’s many uses, it 
must be noted that the criteria used—the assessment base for the feedback—must be 
supported by the defined outcomes. Outcomes may change between activities, but they 
must be constructive and transparent to all users. It is these considerations that make the 
formative feedback activity one where it can not only be a check of the work but its 
function can to aid users to meet the requisite task outcomes.  
Peer feedback as an evaluation tool is employed in most educational fields 
including language education. Research on peer feedback and the growth of process 
writing pedagogy in the language classroom is well established, as seen with the work of 
Pica (1991; Pica et al., 1995). The work of Pica and associates is insightful as it provides 
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the cause and need for the peer feedback activity in the educational setting while focusing 
on the L2 learner. The research argues that the peer feedback activity is effective, 
particularly in the language-learning environment, even with the 
linguistic/communicative hurdles learners face with its use (Pica, 1991; Pica, et al., 
1995). This understanding of peer feedback also formed part of the foundation on which 
this research was built. 
Concerns With the Formative Peer Feedback Activity 
The purpose of the formative peer feedback activity is to improve the learner’s 
ability to recognize and correct mistakes or problems in assigned tasks so as to meet or 
improve on the assigned task outcomes. It is also an important activity that can aid 
instruction with regard to students’ self-editing skills and self-reliance with their use of 
the target skills while promoting the assigned task outcomes. Incomplete, ineffective, or 
undirected peer feedback, while still being a positive learning opportunity, can also lessen 
its potential for learning by simply being an inefficient tool for its job.  
Peer feedback using the red pen to correct issues has been shown to be rather 
ineffective in that often only those remarks made by the peer are addressed. While the 
ideas offered from the peer feedback may impact a specified situation directly, 
extrapolation of the highlighted issues focuses on repeated errors not being addressed—
that the learner does not consider the error as it relates to how the message, in this case a 
written task, is expressed in the larger body of work. For example, peer feedback for 
grammatical issues with a specific focus on verb-tense agreement is one specific area that 
may be highlighted for feedback purposes. So, if one event is identified, can the receiver 
of the feedback identify other similar problems and thus, it is here that the peer feedback 
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activity offers the most help in building the learner’s skills and self-reliance. 
The issue of building learner self-reliance with respect to the student’s L2 output 
can be, for some instructors, of greater importance than the simple building of memorized 
phrases, which is often the focus in L2 classes and is notable in a review of popular L2 
textbooks. The work by Paulus (1999) showed that while students do possess the ability 
to address issues found in other students’ work, Pica (1991) showed that students were 
not necessarily able to identify problems on their own. Paulus notes that without peer 
feedback, many of the changes language learning students make are surface level 
revisions that do not address deeper (structure, grammar, content) issues (Paulus, 1999). 
The research compiled by Paulus further reinforced the research of Pica (1991) by 
showing that when given the opportunity, tools, and support, students make a difference 
in the positive development of their peers’ language learning (Paulus, 1999). 
The ability of the participants to perform the formative peer feedback activity 
with some efficiency is of particular importance in the L2 classroom. Rollinson (2005) 
discussed L2 learning perceptions of feedback that comes from the instructor versus that 
which comes from the learner: The issue of trust centering of authoritative or expert 
knowledge is valued more strongly by the receiver of the feedback (Rollinson, 2005; 
Zhao, 2010). Simply put, instructor feedback is much better than peer feedback, and thus, 
a critique from a peer becomes an issue of validity of the feedback and how it is/can be 
connected with assessment.  
Another concern is connected with how the peer feedback is given or received. 
Unstructured or undirected feedback, as noted by Bitchener (2008), may not be effective, 
making it a costly activity with respect to the teacher’s class-time management. Orsmond 
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et al. (2000) states that the peer derived feedback exercise is a consumer of valuable class 
time and task management. While time management issues are not the only concern for 
this study, it is important to note that classroom activities should have a clear objective or 
outcome that is relevant to the student’s learning. Results for a particular activity, if it is 
shown to be effective, can then be replicated by other teachers or researchers with 
classroom time restrictions being a consideration as was noted in the comments on this 
issue by Gillies and Boyle (2010).   
An added concern of the peer feedback activity centers on the learner’s 
expectations for the activity and its potential results. Not all people like the peer feedback 
activity, from being asked to assess other’s work to the feedback received, nor do they 
appreciate the potential impact a peer’s feedback can have on an assigned task (Ertmer et 
al., 2010). Van Zundert et al. (2010) also reported on a number of studies with one very 
interesting pattern emerging that echoes Pica et al. (1995): While students may have had 
a neutral or even negative attitude toward the peer feedback activity, with training and 
within a positive environment, attitudes among students changed to where they saw the 
positive learning opportunities that this activity holds (Van Zundert et al., 2010).  
A further concern is with how the feedback is received. Although Paulus (1999) 
suggested that students do not always trust the feedback of a peer as opposed to that of a 
teacher, other personal issues surrounding peer feedback are also present. Once popular 
theories such as: that some students are not comfortable giving feedback and so they 
provide little (Spear, 1987); and the communicative and social face – the personal 
perception of how others view oneself as it relates to Politeness Theory (Brown & 
Levinson, 1987), can play a social role. Though these theories are often still considered in 
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the classroom, they were not observed in preliminary studies; rather, individual 
personality as well as other societal influences such as age deference, social status were 
observed.  
While social face may pose an impediment to one’s ability to give peer 
feedback—and the study by Lu and Bol (2007) does suggest a social impediment—this 
does not mean that effective peer feedback cannot occur. Further, as noted above, Van 
Zundert et al. (2010) found that negative attitudes toward peer feedback are eased 
through positive experiences, something that can also be positively supported by teachers 
as well. Gillies and Boyle (2010) also note that, while social issues are a concern, training 
in the function and purpose for the activity brings positive results with students engaging 
in the activity. Also, research into the use of Web 2.0 technologies has shown that while 
students may provide feedback in face-to-face situations, doing so anonymously can be 
effective (Ho & Savignon, 2007).  
Another concern relates to anticipated or expected improvements with task 
outcomes. Saito and Fujita (2004), in a discussion on acceptance of peer feedback, stated 
that a “popular tenuous belief among teachers that peer and self-assessments are 
unreliable and thus inadequate for evaluative purposes… limits some teachers to using 
peer assessments …  only for developmental purposes” (Saito & Fujita, 2004, p. 34). The 
concern with ratings or scoring of the work is an important note in Saito and Fujita’s 
work. The research by Van Zundert et al. (2010) lessens these concerns by showing that 
the better engaged the learner, the more effective the results, with respect to a peer 
feedback/assessment activity. This meta-study demonstrated that a student-centered, 
engaged, and practiced learner can offer and accept feedback from peers, and that the 
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feedback is positive and instructive.  
It is reasonable that students will have had some type of experience with peer 
feedback during their educational careers. The type of feedback activity experienced will 
vary with each teacher, class, or course, as well as individual learning or teaching 
preference, content of the course, and most importantly, the purpose of the feedback 
itself. The training of learners involved with peer feedback or assessment enabled them to 
“revise their work on the basis of peer feedback, [which] positively influenced domain-
specific skill[s]” (Van Zundert et al., 2010, p. 274). The importance of training the 
participants or students in the peer feedback activity should not be disregarded (Guardado 
& Shi, 2007). Indeed, it is clear that training is important in maximizing peer feedback’s 
effectiveness in providing a positive learning experience that offers the fringe benefit of 
seeing a positive progression of student abilities as they attempt to meet assigned task 
outcomes.          
A further consideration into formative peer feedback and assessment is the 
manner or context in which it is given. Be it pen on paper or through the use of a 
summative or analytical rubric such as those found on educational websites (for example 
www.eslgo.com or www.rubistar.4teachers.org), feedback is effective. Unfortunately, 
this feedback is also limited by the students’ understanding of how and what is to be 
critiqued or assessed. Indeed, the objective of this dissertation is to enhance student 
understating of the assessed quality of the peer feedback task so that it will be more 
effective for the students receiving feedback and for the teachers using formative peer 
feedback activities.   
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Peer Feedback: The Objective 
Peer feedback is a well-established tradition in education and, while extensively 
used, formalized feedback does not belong solely to educational institutions. It is widely 
used in industry and in, for example, the medical industry where patient care and medical 
procedures are regularly critiqued through peer observation and assessment based on best 
practices or outcomes (Fadde, 2009). Peer feedback offers vital information to the 
receiver and allows each individual to improve performance for assigned tasks. A meta-
analysis of some 250 articles researching formative peer feedback in all disciplines and 
levels in education showed that this activity is very effective (Black & Wiliam, 1998) in 
its use by providing the receiver with added input into the work, guiding the student to 
better meet the assigned learning and performance objectives.  
Typically, there are two types of feedback assessment utilized in education: 
formative and summative; however, they are often used in combination as each type has a 
specific function—a constructive critique or a score for a task. Summative assessments 
are singularly focused, regardless of the discipline for which they are used with the 
objective of scoring the assigned task. While learners, as suggested by Xiao and Lucking 
(2008) may be able to extrapolate a specific criterion’s meaning as it relates to the task 
and particularly for the intended receiver, scores can seem arbitrary or subjective, thus 
making these scores difficult to interpret.  
Formative assessments offer corrections or suggestions on how a task can be 
better structured or otherwise improved; unfortunately, this type of assessment can be 
labor intensive and, like summative assessment, inconsistent, particularly in language 
education (Pica et al., 1995). Summative feedback generally does not directly aid the 
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learner to identify problems with the work—it just provides a summary score based on a 
given set of assessment parameters. Formative feedback, while often providing a 
summative score, offers feedback that the user can reflectively use to effect change in the 
assigned task, and so the learner can gain added knowledge from formative feedback. 
Scoring can be challenging here due to potential complexities in how a score is 
ascertained. 
A combination of summative and formative assessment/feedback requires 
participants (those who give the feedback) to “consider and specify the level, value, or 
quality” (Topping, 2008, p. 20) of the work to be assessed as based on the assessor’s 
knowledge and experience. The objective of having a peer critique component of an 
assigned task is to have the participants participate in the offering of feedback rather than 
having the instructor as the sole arbiter of success.  
Whether or not the peer feedback activity is perceived as being effective, one of 
its goals is to allow students to view peers’ work with a purpose (Boud, 2000). Some 
learning opportunities might include, for example, how a peer approaches an assigned 
task, what may be competent in a peer’s work, what may be the assigned task objectives, 
and to gain experience using the assigned material by constructively critiquing its use. 
Bitchener (2008) wrote on the use of feedback, albeit instructor feedback, in language 
education with attention to organization and inclusiveness playing important roles in the 
research. While focusing on a multitude of approaches to corrective feedback, Bitchener 
found that, longitudinally, corrective feedback demonstrated positive results, especially 
those that provided corrective feedback that was both written and oral (Bitchener, 2008).  
Students are sometimes dubious about the value of peer feedback activities (Zhao, 
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2010). This is in part because students do not feel that they have the competence, 
knowledge, or expertise to offer any feedback that can aid one’s peers (Bitchener, 2008; 
Brew & Riley, 2011; Clifford, 1981; Liu & Carless, 2006). This lack of confidence with 
the task also implies that learner self-reliance for self-editing is also low, but research 
suggests that learner perception may not be what it seems. Saito and Fujita (2010) found 
that teacher and student assessments of a task were comparable and that perhaps 
perception and expectation can lead to students’ lack of faith in a peers’ feedback.  
Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) pieced together a solid argument from their 
research that supports not just the peer feedback activity but also more student inclusion 
in setting the parameters surrounding what the peer feedback is to critique or assess. 
These considerations are important support for this supplemental activity, over instructor-
only feedback for two reasons. First, it empowers students to formulate self-regulation 
skills (Boud, 2000) by promoting self-reliance with the content or material from the 
student’s course of study. Second, formative feedback from an instructor may not be as 
easily understood by the learner as might be assumed (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006). 
This is in part because the feedback is couched in terms that reflect task objectives—as 
written by the teacher, for assessment purposes.  
If students do not clearly understand these objectives, then it is likely that they 
will not clearly understand the feedback from the instructor, and this is particularly true 
with respect to the difference between one’s first or native language, L1, and second 
language, L2, instruction. Indeed, for the L2 learner whose feedback is in the L2, it is 
reasonable to expect that greater potential for misunderstandings of the feedback can 
occur simply because it is not in the student’s L1 or native language. With an 
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improvement of L2 learner’s skills or ability to work with the acquired language, and 
ability to meet task outcomes, learner comprehension of task parameters increases. These 
improvements in the learner’s skills expands the potential for the student to be able to 
derive the criteria, as a learning aid that can gain consideration for implementation into a 
course curriculum, particularly in an adult learning environment.  
Peer feedback gains a more functional role vis-à-vis its use-objective and because 
peer feedback can be more complex, the experience a learner gains from being engaged 
with peer feedback events is an important consideration. Expanded engagement with peer 
feedback, in order to be well considered, must have a maintained degree of formality, as 
Ruiz-Primo (2011) suggests. Indeed, although peer feedback is not, by definition if not by 
its nature, a formal assessment—that is the preserve of more institutional systems of 
assessment—it is, by nature, more centered on the learners: the peer themselves.  
The peer feedback activity is an educational device used to proffer advice to a 
classmate on how one might improve the work for which the feedback is given. Like 
Paulus (1999) and Pica et al. (1995), the research by Ruiz-Primo (2011) found that for a 
peer feedback activity to be useful for leaners, the activity must focus the students on the 
task and the required outcomes. Therefore, when student attention is centered on the 
assigned task, students are better able to understand the request outcomes that define 
success for the required task. This means that the instructor needs to focus activities that 
form the constructive learning tools that build the student’s comprehension of the task 
and it objectives as it leads to the task’s resultant completion (Ruiz-Primo, 2011).  
Methodology: Adults Building Experience  
Peer feedback activities are connected to how learning is processed as the 
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knowledge goes from the learner’s ability to know something to the learner’s ability to 
apply the knowledge in a given situation. Indeed, it is a discussion on the growth and 
transition of procedural knowledge—the knowing of something and its function, to 
declarative knowledge—the knowing something and how it functions (Fayol & 
Thevenot, 2012; ten Berge & Van Hezewijk, 1999). It is a process that can also be 
described as received knowledge versus applied knowledge. A more formal definition of 
these two concepts is that procedural (received) knowledge can be said to be the type of 
knowledge that is considered the knowing or the how to do something. As a more tacit 
type of knowledge, it can be the type of knowledge that is difficult to articulate. 
Declarative (applied) knowledge is the type of knowledge that can be described as 
knowing the what or the why about a function, object, or event. It is the type of 
knowledge that is formed from the insight gained by knowing the procedural how of 
something (Clark & Lyons, 2004; Fayol & Thevenot, 2012; Ferman, Olshtain, 
Schechtman, & Karni, 2009; ten Berge & Van Hezewijk, 1999; Yilmaz & Yalçın, 2012). 
The use of the procedural and declarative knowledge concepts to describe the 
process of L2 learning is particularly appropriate for Japan and other Asian countries. 
Though there are many approaches or instructional methodologies applied to the teaching 
of second or foreign languages, in Japan and in most of Asia, the grammar-translation 
method of instruction is the prevailing methodology used for the public school system 
(Grades 7–12). The reasons or cause for the use of this particular methodology is not for 
discussion in this study but is mentioned only to note the instructional method 
experienced by university students in Japan. However, it must be noted that the grammar-
translation methodology of instruction fell out of popular use in Western cultures during 
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the late 19th to early 20th century (Howatt, 2004).  
Participants in the present study were first- and second-year university students in 
Japan. While there are a number of international students at universities in Japan, the vast 
majority (about 95%) are Japanese students. To summarize the Japanese’s students’ 
English language learning experiences and educational objectives, English language 
education is a second language requisite for graduation from both junior and senior high 
school (Grades 7 through 12 in the North American education system; MEXT, 2003, 
2011).  
The objective of the government mandated curriculum is to have students gain a 
communicatively functional ability with the use of English. However, as with most 
curricula, there are always new or different demands placed on the educational system 
that are not addressed in the formal curricula as mandated by a government’s educational 
ministry. In Japan, the government mandated curricular requirements state 
communicative English be taught; however, classroom emphasis is placed on the 
students’ high scores in the university/institutional entrance exams, which do not test for 
communicative competence. Further, these exams test passive skills and so do not focus 
on written/oral/aural communicative ability or competence but on reading or the 
identification of grammar (mistakes) in written English. To meet this demand in 
classrooms that average 35 or more students, the most popular approach to pre-university 
instruction is the grammar-translation method.  
The grammar-translation methodology of instruction is to have English L2 
learners memorize written English and have learners identify specific grammar points, 
supply correct word forms for given sentences, and read and translate words or phrases. It 
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focuses on academically training the L2 students “through the analysis and memorizing 
of rules, paradigms, sentence examples and vocabulary lists but it maintained cultural 
aims through the study of literature and civilization” (Jin & Cortazzi, 2011, p. 563). The 
impact of this type of L2 high-school education in Japan is that English lessons do not 
focus on learners having the communicative competence needed outside the students’ 
specific educational environment. This approach can also negatively affect learner 
confidence due to its lack of interaction with the learned material, which is compounded 
by the students’ general apprehension to participative feedback activities in, for example, 
a writing exercise (Brew & Riley, 2011). Indeed, Rowan and Kumaki (in press) suggest a 
learner’s learning experiences, as a possible factor to explain a student’s hesitation to 
speak-out in class, centers on where cultural norms, experiences, and expectations hinder 
the average student’s L2 learning experience.  
To engage learners with a student-centered approach, the instructional 
methodology followed andragogical or student centered instructional principles as 
outlined by Knowles, Holton, and Swanson (1998). Motivational issues, being a 
continuous concern and in particular with the research objective for this dissertation, 
focuses on the building of the English language learner’s awareness and self-reliance. 
Through the student’s inclusion in the process by which assigned task assessments are 
defined, as suggested by Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick (2006) and later used to provide 
formative feedback to a peer, students endeavor to build the learner’s L2 linguistic skills 
and competency, which results the students gaining a stronger, more comprehensive 
understanding of the task objectives and required outcomes. While the formulation of the 
rubric is not wholly dependent on student capabilities to derive the rubric, instructor 
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involvement is also part of the rubric formulation process, as Baeten et al. (2013) suggest, 
in order to maximize learner comprehension while ensuring assessment criteria are 
effectively identified and defined. Thus, students must work together as a class through 
discussions, building a consensus with agreement being required by all students for the 
criteria to be defined clearly. This results with all participants clearly knowing what is 
meant with each defined criterion and ensuring that all members of the class understand 
what is being assessed when they undertake the peer feedback activity.  
Andragogy, when applied to the Japanese English L2 courses at the university 
level, focus on having students apply their procedural knowledge in situations or for 
specific purposes that will allow them to transform procedural knowledge into a 
functional, declarative, and applicable knowledge of L2 usage (ten Berge & Van 
Hezewijk, 1999; Yilmaz & Yalçın, 2012). Using the andragogical method of instruction, 
lessons used the task-based approach (Austin, 1975; Leaver & Willis, 2004; Prabhu 
(1987) as it meets with the andragogical principles of learner-centered, teacher-facilitated 
instruction (Knowles et al., 1998).  
Furthermore, because the adult learner has some knowledge and some experience, 
the andragogical approach to instruction, which is to have the teacher facilitate the 
student’s learning by setting tasks, was followed for the setting of task objectives. Both 
andragogy and task-based learning require students to apply their knowledge or schema 
so as to gain a deeper understanding or discover new perspectives on the subject of study 
in order to work out how to meet the requisite task outcomes. This means that an 
andragogical task-based approach also incorporates experiential learning theory, where 
students learn using material that is of significant interest and where experiences are 
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applied in supportive learning environments (Kolb, 1984; Rogers, 1969). 
Task-based learning is based on Austin’s Communicative Method (1975). The 
communicative method of L2 instruction/learning, which was popularized in the 
language classrooms of the 1980s and 1990s, was seen as being a method or curriculum 
for instruction “that embraces both the goals and the processes of classroom learning… 
that views competence in terms of social interaction” (Savignon, 2001, p. 263). Within 
this context, a task-based approach of L2 instruction is to have learners function or 
develop language skills by using the target material. Cook (2008), in reference to Prabhu 
(1987), implies that task-based learning is an extension of the communicative method in 
that it focuses on learners who must meet task needs as they might relate to a real life 
situation. The students do this as they attempt to resolve an issue or an assigned task 
while using only the targeted L2 material in an attempt to improve their communicative 
competence (Cook, 2008). Experience has shown, however, that the switch to a different 
system of instruction can be confusing to learners who are accustomed to the grammar-
translation methodology; however, this preference for an instructional methodology is not 
being questioned in this study.  
Learners and Assessment: Input Into Curriculum Issues 
Paulus (1999) stated that, with respect to the efficacy of the peer feedback 
exercise, further investigation was needed. Liu and Carless (2006) found that many peer 
reviewers were not comfortable with the task. This further investigation into the efficacy 
of peer feedback found that peer reviewers are not comfortable with the implied 
assessment that peer feedback activities generally suggest. In the completion of a peer 
feedback activity, students can feel that, in general terms, they do not know what they are 
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to assess in a peer’s work or how they are to go about it. L2 students are hesitant to offer 
corrective comments because they unconsciously feel that only a better writer, preferably 
a native speaker, is qualified to judge or critique the written work. This perception can be 
attributed to the students’ preference for having an expert provide feedback (Topping, 
2008), but that may not be the only component to learners’ hesitation in giving feedback. 
Matsuno (2009) also called into question the efficacy of self-assessments noting 
that they can be idiosyncratic and yet, in peer ratings, she found the self-assessments to 
be “internally consistent and their rating patterns were not dependent” on the students’ 
own abilities or performance (Matsuno, 2009, p. 75). Matsuno’s research found that there 
were differences between high-rated and low-rated students in how they self-assessed 
their work. This is a concern because it again suggests, as Rollinson (2005) indicates, that 
students are not comfortable with providing feedback, and this may affect how they will 
view a peer’s work. Yet, reliability of learner ratings is not necessarily a concern, as this 
dissertation focuses on learner ability to identify possible problems, not the correctness of 
the feedback that is offered. In fact, in an earlier study on peer versus instructor ratings, 
Saito and Fujita (2004) found a strong connection among L2 learners in a Japanese 
college, with the research showing that learners can at least identify issues, even if they 
are not confident in their ability to do so. Thus, while the English language-learning 
student in an L2 learning environment may not necessarily comfortable with peer 
feedback activities when he or she is are connected to direct assessment, that student can 
provide the feedback with an efficacy level approaching that of teacher.  
With respect to the issue of learner confidence with peer feedback or assessment, 
Matsuno (2009) also noted that many student ratings were more lenient, particularly 
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when peer feedback was used with learners whose skill level was thought to be lower 
than that of the assessor. Yet, as noted previously, peer feedback was consistent with 
little or no bias toward the perceived skills—for example, spelling, vocabulary, or 
grammar issues—but remained constant regardless of the work being considered. Indeed, 
it was with these skills (vocabulary, spelling, and grammar) that instructors showed a 
bias, but this may be attributed to past experiences with particular learners that required a 
strong focus on these particular issues in assessing or providing detailed formative 
feedback (Matsuno, 2009). The implications from this study was that learner bias is not 
based on specific skills, but on perceived ability and that one’s experience may play a 
role in the success of the language learning exercise.  
Another area of concern with the course-subject of second language learning is 
with respect to the students’ abilities to complete a specific task. With students in L2 
classes, where the work is conducted only in the targeted L2, the ability of these students 
to comprehend events surrounding the applied use of the L2 will always be a concern: Is 
learning being lost in translation?  
Chen and Tsai (2009), in a study into an online group project on research 
activities with in-service teachers, had students perform a three-stage peer assessment. 
With three opportunities or rounds to provide feedback, it was noted that the most 
dramatic revisions occurred at the first stage of the feedback process. Although the 
platform used to conduct the peer feedback/assessments (wiki, red pen, face-to-face, or 
the review function found in word-processing software) was not identified as a factor 
influencing the feedback given, it is interesting that with the three opportunities to offer 
feedback/assessment, most revision suggestions were at the initial stage. Students, it 
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seems, understood the directions even though they were using the L2.  
Contra Arguments to the Peer Feedback Activity 
It has been noted that many consider students, as peer assessors, unable to provide 
effective formative feedback. Sadler (1989) stated that for peer (student) feedback to be 
successful, students have to know what was acceptable, how current work is related or 
comparable to good work, and how to effect necessary changes in order to improve the 
work being subjected to peer feedback. These three requirements were widely supported 
(Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006) and, to a reasonable extent, Sadler’s (1989) requisites 
have merit. The better a student is able to assess and to provide constructive feedback to a 
peer’s work, the better the receiving peer’s final outcomes will be; however, improved 
outcomes are not the only objective in a formative peer feedback activity.  
With the peer feedback activity, having improved learner self-reliance is an 
important consideration for its inclusion with assigned tasks. Training how to conduct 
and then complete the peer feedback activity brings awareness to task outcomes and this 
improve the student’s end product even though students are more likely to prefer, as 
Paulus states, an instructor’s feedback to that of a peer’s critique (1999). The student’s 
stated preference does not detract from the use of peer feedback activities as a worthwhile 
activity in language education. Indeed, Liu and Carless (2006) note the formative peer 
feedback/assessment activity is not solely to promote outcomes, but it is also to bring 
awareness to the content of the assigned task, as well as how the work may be better 
effected based on a peer’s perceived understanding of the subject being assessed. Peer 
feedback is not only to promote perfect work, but to improve a group’s understanding of 
the task through the continued development of the learner’s experience with the material 
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used to complete the task, which is completed through the exposure to a peer’s work.  
However, not all researchers agree and instead, these researchers place limits on 
feedback activity. Matsuno (2009) adds one caveat to the use of peer feedback activities. 
By calling into question the efficacy of the use of peer feedback activities with her study 
on L2 peer and self-rating, Matsuno questions the viability of the exercise in a manner 
akin to how one questions the risk-reward option in one’s decision-making process. 
Specifically, Matsuno (2009) suggests that student self-rating of work is not as strong as 
expected and, more importantly, ratings were more lenient, particularly when peer 
feedback was used with learners whose skill level was seen to be lower than that of the 
rater. The reward for undertaking the peer feedback activity did not meet with learner 
needs or perceived abilities. 
While Matsuno does not discuss the intangible benefits to the peer feedback 
activity, she did offer another significant observation: Matsuno (2009) found that the peer 
feedback was consistent. This implies that learners did not show bias to perceived skill, 
for example spelling, vocabulary, or grammar issues. The feedback remained constant 
regardless of the work being considered; yet, those skills were what teacher bias favored 
(Matsuno, 2009). The implication of this study is that bias towards expected skills could 
affect assessments. This suggests that students are not predisposed to expectations or bias 
for the noted abilities and that bias does not play a role in student-centered peer feedback 
activities. 
With respect to education in all subject areas, L2 education has a particular issue: 
content comprehension. It can be assumed that L2 students can understand a lot of the 
information surrounding an assigned task, but because these students are working within 
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a second language, there may be components of a task of which they are unsure. If 
students do not question the instructor about an assigned task or what they do or do not 
understand, then there will always be potential for task-outcome mistakes and the 
potential for misunderstandings. Zhao (2010) suggests that learners do not always 
understand the feedback when given as a summative score or as red pen on paper 
comments because these comments need to be extrapolated to the whole of the paper. 
Rather, they receive feedback for direct editing purposes and that they are more willing to 
unquestioningly accept the instructor’s feedback (Zhao, 2010). Simply put, students do 
not trust their own ability to give feedback so they do not wholly trust the feedback 
received from a peer (Kaufman & Schunn, 2011; Rollinson, 2005). This lack of trust in 
peer feedback may be nothing more than a lack of confidence communicating in a second 
language where communicative meaning is often literally lost in translation.  
Nguyen’s (2013) article reflecting constructive criticism with L2 post-secondary 
learners in Vietnam reports on how peer feedback can also greatly impact long-term skill 
development. This research showed that language learners tend to “soften their criticism 
far less frequently while aggravating it far more often” (Nguyen, 2013, p. 76). With 
coaching, Nguyen was able to note that softened or less critical feedback brought a more 
positive response to the critiques. Though softened feedback does not mean non-
constructive, it does suggest that the receiver may be less defensive to the critique, as it 
might seem to be more supportive of the learner’s written objective. While this may not, 
upon reflection, be surprising, the tone in which feedback is given will impact the 
learner’s perception of the usefulness of the peer feedback activity. How feedback is 
delivered, as is noted in Nguyen’s (2013) research, is an important consideration.  
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Time management or classroom logistics is also a factor when the instructor 
considers using a peer feedback activity with an assigned task. Bitchener (2008), 
Matsuno (2010), Liu and Carless (2006), and Orsmond et al. (2000) have noted that the 
peer feedback activity is not the most classroom-friendly activity in that it takes more 
time than the perceived outcomes warrant. This, then, gives one the impression that the 
time spent on peer feedback activities could be more effectively utilized with other 
classroom events. Yet, one may argue that learning is not a time-scripted or -restricted 
activity with only one objective: task output. Likewise, the peer feedback activity is not 
the objective of an assigned task, but it is to a tool that can be used to improve outcomes 
while expanding a learner’s experience. When used with consideration to the concerns 
expressed or identified by researchers, the formative peer feedback activity can be an 
activity the instructor can consider using.  
Assessment Objectives of Peer Feedback 
Assessment provides the data that show how well one’s students are learning 
(Diamond, 1998). Assessment is described as a measure of ability or to quantify or score 
the level of skill or knowledge of a student based on a predefined metric (Angelo & 
Cross, 1993; Galbraith & Jones, 2010). Assessment, as Galbraith and Jones (2010) who 
reference Hawkins’ (1979) well established guidelines on defining and building clear 
assessment parameters note, is based on formulating a hypothesis—a belief of what the 
students should be able to do in the course or within a task—and a measurement of 
whether or not the student has attained the hypothesized level of accepted success. 
Assessment is the “process of measuring, documenting, and interpreting behaviors that 
demonstrate learning” with the course/subject content (Simonson, Smaldino, Albright, & 
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Zvacek, 2012, p. 263).  
With this definition of assessment established, it is important to note that there are 
generally three types of assessment: summative assessment, which is a score based on a 
given set of parameters that have been weighted to a set value (Shute & Kim, 2014; Xiao 
& Lucking, 2008); formative assessment, which is a guided critique that advises the 
receiver of what they might do to reform their work in order to meet the task’s assigned 
outcomes (Topping, Smith, Swanson, & Elliot, 2000); and a combination of both, which 
is what usually occurs with teacher feedback as he or she will score a task while also 
providing formative feedback (Van den Berg, Admiraal, & Pilot, 2006). 
Unfortunately, summative assessment does not offer much information to students 
on how they might improve their scores, the work, or how to address problems identified 
with an assessment. Further, implications for the learner, based on a task’s assessment, 
can be as great as “inferences are made about what a person knows” on the basis of their 
measured scores (Shute & Kim, 2013, p. 312), particularly when scores are compared to 
the student’s peers. This means that students must look not only at a peer’s score in 
conjunction with the assigned task parameters in order to identify what was a 
successfully completed task, they then have to identify where the mistakes were in the 
task and assess the level of success for the peer’s work. Rather complex and unsurprising, 
this daunting task is one that few that L2 students are willing to undertake.  
A more progressive form of assessment is described as formative assessment. In 
keeping with the Simonson et al. (2012) description, formative assessment is a 
constructive and informative critique of a task. Formative assessment directs the learner’s 
attention to particular issues in the task by providing corrective information or advice 
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about how the learner might revise the work while guiding the student’s progress toward 
the mastery of the stated learning objectives (Simonson et al., 2012). This means that 
based on the formative feedback, the receiver can perform adjustments to the assigned 
work prior to a final submission of an assigned task and for the instructor who can 
consider how the content is delivered to “promote learning in a timely manner” (Shute & 
Kim, 2014, p. 313).  
Van den Berg et al. (2006) suggest three features that need consideration when 
undertaking formative peer feedback activities: a summative (score) as well as a 
formative component; that the activities are conducted in groups; and that feedback be 
supported by oral explanations for the feedback to be successful (Van den Berg et al., 
2006). Meting these three requirements can be a challenge, particularly with respect to 
classroom time management; yet, these features are directly supported in findings of Liu 
and Carless in a meta-study on activities with potential to enhance student learning 
(2006). Indeed, Royal and Ross (2013) also show how the peer feedback and assessment 
process can positively affected task outcomes in part because the peer feedback process 
gave the students the experience to objectively review the work and its feedback, which 
resulted in improved outcomes  
Improved outcomes are also one of the findings from the Orsmond et al. (2000) 
study. As one of the few studies of learner derived feedback and assessment (for an 
undergraduate biology presentation task), it approached the peer feedback exercise by 
having learners derive the peer feedback criteria in a rubric form. While this study found 
enhanced learner interest in the exercise, it also found the exercise to be logistically 
problematic with respect to the classroom time needed for this activity and for the 
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instructor to manage it. The Orsmond et al. (2000) study’s instructional approach seems 
to be based on andragogical principles, as the students were the center of focus for the 
activity and because they were the stakeholders who had to derive the criteria that formed 
the basis of the feedback. Further, these students had to rely on their past experiences, 
both in the class and with the course content, to define what had to be assessed in their 
peers’ presentations.  
Of note with the Orsmond et al. (2000) study was that the rubric created by the 
students was rather weakly detailed; however, this does not mean that its descriptors were 
ineffective. Rather, what the rubric did seem to accomplish was to enhance learner 
understanding of task outcomes. This, in turn, allowed students to better apply their skills 
to assess a peer’s work even though the criteria for the feedback were not clearly 
articulated onto the actual rubric that was used for providing the feedback. However, 
because the class had discussed and understood the task’s feedback criteria, the rubric 
was effective at directing the students on what, where, and how they might revise the 
work. Indeed, the student-derived activity was seen as positive and motivating because 
students felt a sense of empowerment over the assigned work (Orsmond et al., 2000). 
This approach to student involvement with their assessment events meets well the needs 
for student involvement and inclusion in the establishment of the learning objectives 
similar to what is outlined by Van den Berg et al. (2013).  
One of the key elements, particularly for the present study, for utilizing a peer 
derived formative feedback activity was that in order to improve the learner’s task 
outcomes, learner self-reliance had to be nurtured within the student’s abilities in using 
an acquired second language. While self-reliance may not be the exclusive objective of a 
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learning task, it is an important component in formative peer feedback activities. Self-
reliance, as argued by Pintrich and Zusho (2002), may be the construction of one’s ability 
for self-regulation by referring to the degree to which students are able to regulate or 
manage their thinking, motivation, and behavior in their learning (Nicol & Macfarlane-
Dick, 2006). The formative peer-derived feedback process is thus an activity that 
promotes a self-reliant type of objective learning in order to meet agreed (between the 
teacher and the students) upon outcomes that are understood and are recognizable by a 
student. The objective here is that students gains a holistic understanding of what is 
required and this, in turn, builds the students’ experience and confidence at using the 
content they study.  
Technology and Peer Feedback 
 Computerized technology in use today is interactive and responsive to 
collaborative input; this was one of the key advantages of using an application such as a 
wiki, for this study. Indeed, use of Web 2.0 technology has allowed for a number of 
different, innovative approaches to how the formative peer feedback activities can be 
conducted. Further, with awareness of how technology has been utilized in past 
educational settings, we can better appreciate its potential for us in today’s tech-filled 
wireless classrooms (Ross, Morrison, & Lowther, 2010). 
The technology most people now carry, the touch-screen tablet computers (for 
example, the cellular phone) with powerful microcomputer processors which come with 
fulltime wireless connections to intranets and even the Internet, allows for new 
approaches in how the instructor can engage students with their learning. This technology 
is not only mainstream with applications like Facebook, Twitter, Instagram, or YouTube 
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(Cox, Vasconcelos, & Holdridge, 2012), there are countless other applications that are 
education-specific with new task-specific applications that can be built quickly to meet 
specific needs if one has the wherewithal to do so. Indeed, even the power of the 
smartphone offers teachers a relatively new set of tools to use in how they facilitate 
learning objectives. 
However, awareness of the limitations, real or imagined obstacles to the use of 
any technology, should be taken into account both for what can learned and for what can 
be emulated for the benefit of enhancing learner outcomes. First, the use of Web 2.0 
applications means that learners must have the technical savvy to complete activities that 
engage a particular technology or software—for example, basic word processing software 
used with online applications are the tools needed for this approach, though pen and 
paper will be sufficient though not efficient with classroom time management. As the 
methodological approach used in this dissertation incorporates computer driven Web 2.0 
application technology, few other comments about the use of paper-driven peer-derived 
feedback rubrics will be made.  
Support for computer aided collaborative activities build awareness for an activity 
(Norton & Hathaway, 2008). With willingness to support and/or participate in computer 
aided lessons, McCann (2012), who studied faculty member acceptance and buy-in for 
the use of computer aided technology, showed that the challenges of technology can be 
easily accepted but that it is important to have technology and software educational 
support for a project to succeed. Indeed, McCann (2012) who gave numerous 
recommendations for the implementation of software in education, discussed the 
importance of having faculty engagement with the software’s use and functionality, the 
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need for flexibility over conformity, and engage-able or accessible user-friendly software. 
This consideration for support with the technology is important. The objective of this 
study is to give the teacher a revisal tool with a proven outcome that mitigates 
instructional time lost for the peer derived peer feedback activity.  
Once the user-instructor system of support is developed, attention should go to 
issues relating to an application’s development and implementation in education. While 
procedures proposed for completing peer feedback activities are plentiful (e.g., Berg, 
1999; Guardado & Shi, 2007; Rollinson, 2005; Tseng & Tsai, 2007; Van den Berg et al., 
2006), “relatively few studies have provided adequate frameworks for describing the 
nature of L2 interaction in synchronous online peer response groups” (Liang, 2010, p. 
45). One of the first or obvious applications used for providing feedback is with word 
processing software. Microsoft’s Word, like competing software such as Apple’s Pages 
or OpenOffice’s Writer, have strong “Review” functions built into the software (Xu, 
2007). This use of technology mirrors well the traditional red pen on paper type of 
feedback (Liu & Sadler, 2003). The “Review” function allows the reviewer of a 
document to correct and add input. The reviewer can even add side comments that appear 
outside the actual document. This allows the reviewer to explain the desired changes or to 
offer suggestions on the revisions the reviewer might want incorporate into the document.  
While the “Review” function, available in most current word processing software 
applications is an effective tool for editing, its functional limitations are similar to the red 
pen on paper approach in that the receiver may effect changes only to the areas identified. 
However, not all students are comfortable giving this type of the feedback; some students 
prefer to have more explanation for the critique (Liu, & Sadler, 2003). 
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Another tool used to facilitate learning is a learning content management system 
(LCMS) like Blackboard or Moodle. LCMS platforms are effective tools for users to 
exchange feedback because these platforms are able to preserve “some of the best 
features of traditional written feedback” (Guardado & Shi, 2007 p. 442). When used in a 
manner such as Word’s “Review” function, the discussion boards in these LCMS can 
address specific issues or offer reflections and assessments within a whole class (Arnold 
& Ducate, 2006). The discussion platform can offer feedback only one point at a time and 
with each paper being housed in its own discussion thread, simple exchanges quickly 
become convoluted and confusing. The present study employed a wiki that offered the 
users the ability to post ideas collaboratively while following a number of points 
simultaneously.  
Among the reasons the wiki was chosen is the variety of wiki platform choices, 
the ease or difficultly of use, and the accessibility and security of wiki applications, all of 
which are similar to the recommendation suggested by McCann (2012). Ebersbach, 
Glaser, and Heigl (2006) list five key features found in a wiki, three of which were highly 
valued for this dissertation. The first feature, and perhaps the most significant, is that it 
allows its members to edit the wiki in a straightforward manner (De Wever, Van Keer, 
Schellens, & Valcke, 2011). Indeed, Ebersbach et al. (2006) consider this to be the 
“ultimate feature of a wiki” (p. 19). The second feature offers versatility as a tool for 
workspace collaboration, which Choy and Ng (2007) value due to the wiki’s capacity and 
capability to build and edit or restructure a document and its content in a freer manner 
than the more accepted forms of electronic information sharing (for example, email or a 
document exchange). The third key feature is the wiki’s history feature that makes it a 
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simple task to identify who made an edit and more importantly, to go back or return to a 
previous version of the wiki’s content if something of importance was accidentally 
removed (Ebersbach et al., 2006). The specific wiki chosen for this study was hosted in 
the Moodle LCMS platform and was chosen in part due to its cost effectiveness, but its 
most important feature was its security. 
The power and flexibility of the wiki collaboration platform (Leuf & 
Cunningham, 2001; Wagner, 2004) has brought many different approaches to how a task 
can be completed and to how peer feedback is delivered. Woo et al.’s (2013) research 
into using a wiki for a collaborative writing task (including peer feedback) illustrates the 
versatility of the wiki in an educational environment. The study centered on the 
collaborative writing skills of sixth grade students using a wiki. Of importance to note in 
this study is that students were later able to effect revisions to the work based on the peer 
feedback found from peer critiques posted on the wiki, which “may have resulted in 
better group writing” (Woo et al., 2013, p. 279). Furthermore, and an important 
consideration when considering the type of technology one wishes to utilize with 
coursework, Woo et al. noted that the history function of the wiki also allowed the sixth-
graders to view “how students co-constructed and co-revised” their assigned task (Woo et 
al., 2013, p. 302).  
In a study of high school computer course students, Tseng and Tsai (2007) found 
that, while students were interested in using the online environment to provide feedback, 
the efficacy with respect to the student’s learning using the online platform was not 
deemed to be significant. Positive learning motivation aside, both the Woo et al. (2013) 
and the Tseng and Tsai (2007) studies were undertaken with L2 English users. The 
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motivational success combined with an increased learner ability to function with their L2 
suggests that Web 2.0 applications are viable within a strong learner support structure.  
In a study similar to Tseng and Tsai’s (2007), Xiao and Lucking (2008) 
investigated a collaborative writing task. Undergraduate learners used an online wiki to 
incorporate two peer feedback/assessment activities. The participants showed a strong 
interest in the activity, with 80% of the participants “valuing” the feedback received (p. 
191).  
The acceptance of the peer feedback is also important in part because it reflects 
well the success of learner revisions. While the success may be attributed to learner 
maturation and experience, it again shows the flexibility of Web 2.0 applications to adjust 
to the learning objectives. Though the Xiao and Lucking (2008) study used the learner’s 
L1 to communicate concepts, the attention to clarity the assigned task and supportive 
activities (such as the detailed feedback rubric), demonstrates again why it is important to 
bring technology, where it is applicable, into the learning environment. As the present 
study worked with L2 English learners, most of whom were Japanese L1 users, Xiao and 
Lucking’s (2008) methodology was useful as a model for developing task structures and 
directional clarity with respect to the use of the wiki.   
 Regardless of the platform used for a peer feedback activity, it is important to 
note that the peer feedback activity using Web 2.0 applications can be time consuming 
and whose logistics can quickly be skewed without proper planning and clear objectives. 
The purpose of the peer feedback activity is greater than simply the improvement of 
one’s final task score. Indeed, by bringing a deeper awareness to the assigned task, for 
example in a study to determine which would be more beneficial for the student—giving 
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only or receiving only—peer feedback, Lundstrom and Baker (2009) found that learners 
giving feedback showed improved results, with the written work over the course term, 
than those who received only the feedback. The importance of engagement in the task 
that Lundstrom and Baker (2009) identify in their study cannot be understated. Indeed, it 
this engagement or the degrees to which students feel engaged with the feedback activity 
that this dissertation investigated.  
Chapter Summary 
Assessment, as a tool used to validate student learning of objectives in the 
assigned tasks, has as one of its main goals the objective of identifying “differences 
among students in order to rank” them for the task’s achievement schedule (Shute & 
Kim, 2014, p. 312). This description of summative assessment offers some type of score 
that is based on the differentiated parameters that mark success for the requisite outcome. 
Formative feedback and/or assessments combine the summative assessment score with 
advice for the learner on how the students might better effect changes to the work in 
order to meet assigned outcomes for the task (Pica et al., 1995). Experience has shown 
that as teachers attempt to use grading time more effectively, often the instructor’s 
assessments are a combination of both summative and formative feedback. Of course, 
this feedback is from an authoritative or expert figure and is extremely time consuming 
for the teacher, so peer feedback is used to reduce marking time by having learners 
review work for revision prior to submission. 
Traditionally, peer feedback is a pen to paper activity, with the pen usually being 
red. Of course, these red pen marks on assignments are often thought or considered as 
negative comments, but how it is perceived and what is actually occurring in the peer 
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feedback activity is the opposite of a negative critique. Rather, the constructive nature of 
peer feedback is one that is supportive of learning because it is through the giving of the 
feedback and, though sometimes humbling, the receiving the feedback is where this 
activity finds its success. Oral peer-led constructive criticism, often completed post-
assessment with face-to-face discussions explaining the critiques, can be effective; 
however, the application of new technologies allows individual users to enhance the 
formative feedback activity by having students complete the assessment discussions—
that which explains the critique focus—prior to the students giving the feedback. 
Research (e.g., Brutus & Donia, 2010; Orsmond et al., 2000) has shown that 
students are capable, with guidance, of providing the critiquing points that are needed to 
build feedback instruments that can aid students’ learning, skills and ultimately lead to 
success with the requisite outcome needed for their studies. Furthermore, research into 
peer feedback activities in an online environment indicates that L2 learners are also able 
to successfully provide feedback online that is effective in assessing issues in a peer’s 
work and could also lead to long-term success (Guardado & Shi, 2007; Norton & 
Hathaway, 2008; Tseng & Tsai, 2007; Yang, 2010; Xiao & Lucking, 2008). Indeed, the 
aforementioned studies all provided useful insight on how to carry out peer feedback 
activities online.  
This literature review examined methodologies for use with adult learners that 
considered their personal experiences learning a second language with respect to the 
student’s future needs with their studies. The background to peer feedback activities, both 
summative and formative critiques or assessments, as investigated by researchers who are 
both supportive and unsupportive of the activity, provide a cautionary note for those 
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wishing to incorporate peer feedback activities in their classes. Importantly, it was noted 
that while there are many different approaches to the use of Web 2.0 applications with 
peer feedback activities, there are few researchers writing about peer-derived feedback 
and there are no researchers using wikis to have students collaboratively compile 
analytical feedback rubrics for use with peer critiquing activities that can directly and 
positively affect learners as they attempt to improve task outcomes. 
Research Questions 
This dissertation investigated, through a quantitative study, the perceptions and 
results from the assessment of students working with an assigned activity as part of their 
regular class-assigned work. Adult learners in undergraduate English language writing 
classes in Japan derived and defined specific assessment criteria and deriving success-
level descriptors for use by peer assessors to critique a written task. The feedback from 
the assessor was then used by the assessee as a guide for the revision of the writing task 
in an effort to meet the requisite outcomes for the assigned task. To better understand 
student perceptions and abilities, students were divided into two groups (treatment and 
control) with the results of the survey and task results used to better understand the 
following questions. 
1. What are student perceptions toward receiving peer feedback between the 
treatment and the control groups?  
2. What are student perceptions toward the giving of feedback to their peers 
between the treatment and the control groups? 
3. What are student perceptions of the assigned outcomes between the treatment 
and the control groups?  
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4. What is the connection between student proficiency to effect changes to their 
work with peer feedback between the treatment and the control groups? 
5. To what degree are students able to effect revisions based on peer feedback 
between the treatment and the control groups between the treatment and the control 
groups?  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
This dissertation studied student perceptions of peer feedback and the results from 
student efforts into the providing of peer feedback for an assigned writing task. Via the 
introduction of technology into traditional peer feedback and critiquing activities, this 
research shows how, with the support of a wiki, learners can collaboratively create a 
participative assessment form for a peer feedback activity that supports task-reflection for 
revision purpose. The peer derived feedback approach to task revision activities centers 
on learner skill and experience with the type of assigned task. This approach differs in 
that traditional red pen peer feedback centers on item revision-reflection and does not 
directly promote whole task reflection. The study utilized a two-group pre- post-test 
design to identify perception differences to the task assigned to each group using an 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) test to establish a preference between groups of learners, 
a control and treatment group, to different structures used for providing peer feedback. A 
multiple analysis of variance (MANOVA) test was then conducted to identify if a type-I 
error, where the null hypothesis—that wiki supported collaborative peer 
feedback/critiques is not effective to the creation of a peer or learner derived formative 
feedback rubric—was rejected, with respect to improved writing scores. The posttest was 
an analysis of learner-generated material for the type of changes made to the work 
(grammar, structure, content). A number of research revision suggestions was also noted 
and discussed in Chapter 5 as they relate to future research.  
The treatment approach was compared to a more traditional approach to providing 
peer feedback/critiques, which is to use red pen on paper and often appears to have little 
structure even though task requirements were stipulated, and can often be inconsistent or 
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even non-existent. To aid this activity and to improve its efficacy, students in requisite 
English L2 treatment classes at the university level were asked to formulate the feedback 
rubric using a wiki within a synchronous learning environment. The wiki used was a Web 
2.0 application in the LCMS called Moodle.  
The wiki in Moodle was structurally pre-formatted into a rubric grid-format with 
only the missing criteria, performance scores, and descriptors defining the level of 
success needing to be added by students. Students then inserted into the rubric form, 
based on collaborative discussions, the criteria and respective success level descriptors, 
as based on the assigned task. This analytic rubric was then used to offer formative peer 
feedback as part of the editing process in an L2 writing class. Data collection consisted of 
the first and final drafts of the assigned task and two surveys. The data collected were 
from a study with a pre- and post-application of the treatment—a peer derived feedback 
rubric with a control group. Data collected from a survey, N = 92 (instrument data), and 
the collection of essays where N = 87 generated by the participants – formed the basis for 
analysis in this study. The survey instrument investigated participant perceptions of the 
peer feedback activity as they relate to the questions posed for this dissertation. The 
essay, used for writing analysis, was assessed for content, vocabulary, and grammar. 
Instrument 
 Feedback of learner perceptions toward the peer feedback activity was needed for 
this dissertation. Student perceptions were obtained through a validated survey 
instrument, as explained in the following paragraphs, from both the control and treatment 
groups at two points. The data gleaned from the instrument’s applications were used for 
the purpose of comparing learner perceptions between the two groups in an attempt to 
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identify potential differences between the student outcomes and preferences for the type 
of feedback they receive. Reviews of peer feedback instruments did not identify an 
appropriate instrument that could be used without important modifications that would 
affect its validity in this study. Instruments that investigate educational activities do so in 
generic terms without asking the specific questions that this dissertation investigated. The 
one instrument that was considered for this dissertation was centered in a qualitative 
study. The Strijbos, Narciss, and Dünnebier (2010b) instrument was rejected for use due 
to the open-ended nature of the survey questions and because these questions might better 
fit a qualitative rather than quantitative study. Further, as the Strijbos et al. (2010b) 
instrument was used for graduate teacher-trainees and with psychology students, it was 
felt that it would be too complex for L2 learners participating in this study because of 
their more limited command of English (they might not be able to respond appropriately). 
As well, it was felt that the L2 students may not be able to effectively understand specific 
nuances that this survey may contain.  
In response to the lack of an adaptable instrument, a new instrument was 
developed for this dissertation’s research questions (see Appendix A). The instrument 
was used for a quantitative study to sample the perceptions of the L2 population so as to 
identify a possible relationship between a sample of learner perceptions and the results of 
their work. This instrument followed the guidelines delineated in the Fink series, The 
Survey Kit (2003), for the development and testing of an instrument. The impetus for the 
creation of the Peer Feedback Questionnaire for English Language Learners (Appendix 
A) instrument was to gain a deeper understating of how students view the peer feedback 
and critiquing activity with the purpose of identifying learner preferences for peer 
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feedback activities as they relate to the written product in a sampling of the L2 
population. This instrument contains 21 questions, 5 of which seek basic demographic 
data. The remaining 16 questions use a 5-point Likert scale to measure learner 
perceptions of the feedback activity in terms of its “usefulness, acceptance, willingness to 
improve and affect” change based on feedback received by peers (Strijbos, Narciss, & 
Dünnebier, 2010a, p 9).  
The specific focus of the instrument was to gauge learner perceptions toward both 
receiving and providing peer feedback and critiques. It was also used to identify a 
possible relationship between students’ proficiency and the perceived attitudes toward the 
peer feedback activity. This instrument centered on the student’s perceptions of peer 
feedback activities, not with how the peer feedback activity was conducted.  
As this instrument was developed to investigate the English language learners’ 
perceptions on peer feedback activities, two pilot tests were given. In the first test, the 
instrument was given to five English language instructors and translators who were all 
familiar with peer feedback activities. The first group of testers were tasked with ensuring 
the level of complexity (with the level of English used on the instrument) was at a level 
that would not be challenging to B2 level students as rated on the CEFR scale (see Table 
1) and that B1 students would also be able to complete the instrument with minimal 
distractions due to language misunderstanding. Participants seemed to approach this 
round of pilot testing as an editing task and so the questions were not satisfactorily 
completed. However, issues identified in the round of tests included the format of the 
instrument (specifically, its layout), and the directions for the completion of the 
instrument by potential students. As well, it was suggested that following Norman’s 
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(2011) guidance would return the best results, so a 5-point Likert Scale, rather than the 
initial 4-point scale that was originally used, would be better able to meet the needs of the 
instrument and its vocabulary and language complexity issues.  
The second round of the pilot testing, upon completion of the revisions suggested 
from the first round of testing, was with a group of nine English L2 learners at the B2 
level of English proficiency. These participants were asked to complete the survey and 
offer suggestions for revisions. The objective of this round of testing was to ensure 
comprehension of the instrument by potential members of the target population. Other 
comments or suggestions were encouraged. 
The second pilot test showed that learners would take approximately 10 minutes 
to complete the instrument. It also showed that the language level of the instrument was 
appropriate to the level of the learners who would be asked to participate in the study. 
Revision suggestions included a more clear layout design be made so that the instrument 
might be more easily understood by the participants. The layout revision suggested was 
to remove section-lines that did not show a difference in how the questions were to be 
answered. The revised version of the instrument was shown to this group of testers with 
the objective of being able to ensure the requested revisions were acceptable.  
A test for reliability was then conducted with a third group of students (at the B2 
level of ability) and who had just completed a peer feedback activity. It was found that 
completion of the instrument takes about 12 minutes, a little longer than in the pilot tests, 
but that participants did not have difficulty with comprehension of the directions and 
questions on the instrument. Results, shown in Table 2, from this test were used to 
generate a Cronbach’s Alpha reliability rating of 0.832 in a test with an n = 16 sample.   
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Table 2 
Cronbach’s Alpha Test of Reliability for the Peer Feedback Instrument 
Cronbach’s alpha Cronbach’s alpha based on standardized Items No. of Items 
0.832 0.838 16 
 
Table 3 shows the Cronbach’s alpha rating of reliability if one of the questioning 
when one Item is removed. In Table 3, the lowest Cronbach’s alpha reliability rating is 
0.811 (Item 7), a score that is deemed reliable, as it is greater than the accepted minimal 
score of 0.700 (Litwin, 2003, p. 8).  
Table 3  
Reliability Rating for Each Item in the Peer Feedback Instrument 
Item 
Scale mean 
if Item 
deleted 
Scale 
variance if 
Item deleted 
Corrected 
Item —total 
correlation 
Squared 
multiple 
correlation 
Cronbach's 
alpha if Item 
deleted 
q1 56.3 47.274 0.289 0.83 0.831 
q2 56.2 50.484 -0.024 0.813 0.848 
q3 55.6 44.358 0.629 0.955 0.813 
q4 55.95 45.629 0.343 0.87 0.829 
q5 55.35 44.976 0.629 0.938 0.815 
q6 55.4 45.726 0.400 0.949 0.825 
q7 55.2 43.747 0.666 0.985 0.811 
q8 55.55 44.682 0.546 0.785 0.817 
q9 55.95 47.103 0.415 0.867 0.825 
q10 55.5 44.895 0.543 0.639 0.817 
q11r 56.05 45.103 0.396 0.914 0.826 
q12 55.5 41.316 0.598 0.972 0.812 
q13 55.4 42.253 0.49 0.984 0.821 
q14 55.15 44.134 0.500 0.822 0.819 
q15  55.15 43.292 0.576 0.811 0.814 
q16 56 48.421 0.214 0.812 0.834 
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As the research sought to improve on how the peer feedback activity is conducted 
with the aid of new technological tools applied to the peer feedback activity, it was 
considered important to identify whether or not the technology was effective as compared 
to a more traditional approach to peer feedback/critiques as represented by the control 
group. Thus, the data gleaned from the two surveys attempted showed changes in learner 
perceptions toward the peer feedback and critique activity. The results were then to be 
used to ether support or refute the null hypothesis (that learner output does not change 
between the control and treatment groups). As the revisions between the preliminary 
(Draft 1) and final (Draft 2) were counted with both being given a summative score, the 
study attempted to identify whether or not the use of Web 2.0 applications is viable both 
in terms of learner output and class time constraints.   
The instrument was given at two stages of the investigation for both the control 
and the treatment groups. The first application of the instrument was at the beginning of 
the writing activity. The second application of the instrument was upon completion of the 
writing activity, after students had submitted the final draft of the writing assignment. 
The data gained from the two applications of this instrument were analyzed for variances 
using the ANOVA test. The purpose here was to identify whether or not there are 
variances of the means between group means as they related to the respective procedures. 
These results were placed against the results of an analysis of the students’ work—a 
summative scoring (see Appendix B) of the assigned work (as part of the regular 
component of the course work) and number of changes made to the final product based 
on peer feedback, to identify if student perceptions to specific events undertaken in peer 
feedback were notable and, if so, were they significant.  
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Participants 
 Participants in this study constituted a nonprobability convenience sampling of 
English L2 learners at the university level from two universities in Japan. These students 
were first- and second-year students taking a required language, in this case English, 
course. All participants were streamed into their specific classes based on L2 assessment 
tests conducted prior to the start of classes. Student English proficiency levels for these 
classes were all rated at the B1 to B2 level based on the CEFR language ability ranking 
(Council of Europe, 2011) standards. It was expected that there would be students who 
fall on both sides the designated B1 to B2 levels, but as student were streamed into the 
class by the university, they were included in this test.  
Five cohorts participated in the study with an initial participant pool of N = 92. 
The study, being a convenience sampling from the population of first and second year L2 
students was limited to 5 class-cohorts (scheduled to meet at different times twice a 
week) of similar skill level. From the five cohorts, one was randomly chosen to act as a 
control group with the other groups designated as the treatment group. The control group 
used the traditional style of formative peer feedback, red pen on paper. As all groups 
were familiar with the more traditional form of peer feedback, it was felt that selecting 
one group (approximately 20% of the sample size) would provide a strong contrast for 
the data analysis.  
It was noted, and as past experience showed, at the university level of education 
in Japan, approximately 90% of the participating students are Japanese as first language 
speakers. The remaining 10% are international exchange students whose first language is 
not English. Regardless of the student’s L1 background, the research treated all L2 
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English learners in a like manner.  
Ethical Treatment 
Students were assigned writing tasks as part of the curricular requirement and 
objectives. While assigned writing topics may differ between instructors in other classes 
at the university level, students in this study followed an experimental design program as 
outlined by Creswell (2008), with all participants writing from a choice of two topics, 
which allowed for some flexibility for students to write to their interests and strengths. 
Students were able to opt out of the research, namely the surveys and the review 
of the student’s work for dissertation purposes; however, the assigned task was required 
for use as part of the in-course mandated assessment. Participants were asked to join this 
research and signed consent was sought prior to the start of the class and research 
activities. Written work was received and copied for research purposes, with originals 
being returned to the student for use as part of their regular course-mandated assessments. 
Students who had prior experience with peer feedback, either formative or summative, 
were not precluded from participation in this study. As this was a study of peer formative 
feedback and as there are many different approaches to how peer feedback activities are 
conducted, it was expected that there would be some students who had had peer feedback 
experiences using Web 2.0 applications.  
Assigned Task 
The two topics for the writing task were: “University education should focus on 
teaching job skills. Do you tend to agree or disagree? Support your arguments”; and 
“University education should be provided free of costs (tuition). Do you tend to agree or 
disagree? Support your arguments.”  
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Following the Assigned Writing Task (see Appendix C), students were instructed 
in the Content and Academic Style/Tone Assessment Considerations (see Appendix D), 
that would be used for class assessment purposes. Following the Instructional Procedure, 
as seen in Appendix E, students were guided on in the mechanics of the argument style of 
academic writing as per the curriculum. Briefly, students had been shown basic essay 
formatting standards that must be used for the assigned tasks. This particular writing task 
had learners/participants write a 600-word (+/- 10%), six-paragraph essay. Each 
paragraph was to be between 90–120 words and the essay was to follow the typical 
academic structure: introduction, supporting, and concluding paragraphs. The essay had 
to have a thesis statement, a good combination of simple, compound, and complex 
sentences, a variety of transition words, display an academic tone (e.g., no personal 
pronouns), and typical grammatical, punctuation, and spelling checks as would be needed 
in any academic production. The research was undertaken using a computer assisted 
language lab (CALL) facility that gave students access to computers and word processing 
software. Classes met two times per week for a total of seven class periods to be spent on 
this research.  
Methodology for the Task Procedure 
In agreement with Liu and Carless (2006), who suggest that promoting peer 
feedback through engaging students with the criteria can enhance learning outcomes, a 
method of instruction that supports learner engagement was sought. Following the 
general advice for the management of a peer feedback activity, with application for both 
the treatment and control groups, peer feedback activities had a summative (product) and 
formative (process) component, feedback and assessment had a group work component, 
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and there was an oral explanation and discussion component with the feedback if initiated 
by the participants, as suggested by Van den Berg et al. (2006).  
The manner in which learners engaged with discussions on peer feedback was 
unstructured with the control group though it was learner centered with teacher 
involvement being only to assign the activity, help form random groups as necessary, and 
to assist by answering questions where or when requested—as can and should be 
expected in any classroom situation. The treatment groups’ discussions about feedback 
followed a similar approach to the Orsmond et al. (2000) study in which learner 
discussion led to the formation of a peer derived rubric. The outline of the procedural 
management and timeline for the research is summarized in Appendix E, and followed an 
instructional procedure as outlined by Dick, Carey, and Carey (2009). Further, as this 
procedure may potentially be used in an asynchronous class, it allowed for equal 
opportunities for all students in the class to investigate and express themselves with 
regard to the assigned task because all students were registered and given access to the 
wiki used to develop the feedback rubric.  
Procedure 
Language classes were held two times a week for 90 minutes each. Classes were 
held in a CALL facility, which allowed all participants equal access to Microsoft Word, 
the word processing software application installed on the university computers for the 
writing of the assigned task and the LMCS where the wiki was housed. The research took 
seven classes, for both groups, to complete with class time being focused on learner 
discussions on peer feedback or the actual writing/revising of student essays. Each 
respective group procedures are described in the following paragraphs. 
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The Control Group was given the survey. Upon completion, they were given the 
topic, target outcomes were explained, and examples were given and discussed. Students 
also had the opportunity to discuss the topic (brainstorm and begin writing an outline to 
the essay) during this initial class. Essay writing was a homework task but students were 
given class time to work on the task. Upon completion of the writing task, which was 
completed after three classes, students were asked to form groups to peer edit a 
classmate’s written work. This process was pen-to-paper and an opportunity was given to 
students to query comments stemming from the peer feedback. The receiver of the peer 
feedback was asked to review the feedback with the objective of revising the work for 
final submission for grading, as per curricular requirements. Once the revised essay was 
submitted, the last task for this study was to have the students retake the survey 
instrument. 
The Treatment Group was given the survey. Upon completion, they were given 
the topic, target outcomes were explained, and examples were given and discussed in a 
manner the same as the control group. Students then began the treatment process by 
forming small groups to collaboratively build a formative, analytical rubric specific for 
the assigned writing task. While students completed the rubric as a classroom activity, 
which was completed within three classes, they were working on the assigned essay as a 
homework activity. Upon completion of the rubric, students were asked to use it to offer 
a formative critique of a peer’s written work. The receiver of the peer feedback was then 
asked to review the given feedback (as identified on the rubric) with the objective of 
revising the work for final submission for grading, as per curricular requirements. Once 
the revised essay had been submitted, the last task for this dissertation was to have the 
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students retake the survey instrument. 
The instructor’s writing assessment rubric (see Appendix B) for the argument 
essay was used to mark or score the final draft of student essays. These scores were 
transmitted to the students and were used as part of the student’s respective class marks, 
as mandated by the curriculum. The scores from Draft 1 and 2 were then used in a 
MANOVA/ANOVA analysis to identify the impact of the type of peer feedback/critique 
activity has on learner outcomes. The null hypothesis here was that: 1) there would be no 
changes to learner preference to the peer feedback activity’s design between the control 
and treatment groups; 2) that there would be no significant difference in final mean 
scores between the control and treatment groups. 
Anticipated Problems 
Many first year students have had little or no opportunity to use MSWord, the 
word processing software installed in the university computing systems. As well, many 
students were not comfortably familiar with the PC computer system. Indeed, though 
computers may not be the platform of choice used by the students for their personal 
electronic communications, assistance was provided when issues were identified. This 
support was an important consideration with the implementation of this program because, 
as Aydin (2011) notes in a discussion on the computer proficiency, many students have a 
level of discomfort using computers.  
Coupled with assistance, students were tasked with direction and supportive 
activities using the technology so to give them some level of experience with the 
technology, including the LCMS and the wiki application housed in this Web 2.0 
application. The wiki of choice used in this research was found in the LCMS application 
61 
 
 
Moodle, but it must be noted that there are many wiki applications that one can choose 
from that are equally effective. Even with preparation, mistakes or problems with the use 
of technology in a time-limited class were expected, and active attention was given to 
students with their use of these technologies to ensure that problems, anticipated or not, 
were quickly resolved and information about problems was quickly disseminated so as to 
reduce the possibility of a recurrence. 
Questions: What the Research Sought to Answer 
Research Questions 1 and 2 investigated student perceptions toward the peer 
feedback activity including the student’s perception of the activity and level of 
understanding of the assigned task outcomes.  
Research Question 3 reviewed treatment and control groups respectively to 
identify what, if any, differences there might be in the student’s awareness of the impact 
the peer feedback activity might have on the final product.  
Research Question 4 sought to track changes from the first application of the 
instrument to any subsequent measure with participants engaged in like activities over 
time. The purpose here was to note changes in answers in order to identify whether or not 
perceptions toward the respective peer feedback activities had changed during the period 
of study.  
Research Question 5 had the pre- and post-feedback essays reviewed using a 
summative rubric (see Appendix B) with the objective of identifying differences between 
the two groups. Specifically, the research compared the control with the treatment groups 
to identify if there was a significant difference in scores due to revisions made based on 
the peer feedback received. This comparative assessment was used in an attempt to 
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identify if the treatment group’s approach was a valued component to add to a regular 
writing activity as compared to the traditional approach to peer feedback (red pen on 
paper). The term valued refers to whether or not outcomes are significantly improved to 
warrant the treatment activity being utilized for other writing tasks.  
As well, aside from the Draft 1 to Draft 2 comparisons, Draft 2 was also used to 
form part of the students’ grade for the course, as this activity was a regular part of the 
course. To remove possible bias, a random selection of the drafts from both groups was 
chosen for review by another instructor with scores being compared. This was completed 
as a check on the scoring of this researcher. Results returned with no notable differences 
between the outside evaluator and the evaluations performed by the researcher. If a 
difference between the two scores had been noted, all drafts would have been reassessed. 
The objective of having an evaluation check was to maintain consistency with the 
assessments for this study’s objectives. 
As extensions to the questions being asked in this research, it was anticipated that 
further information on two points would be gained from the surveys and assessments for 
the written work of the treatment group. First, to identify if a connection exists between 
student proficiency and the feedback they give. Second, the minimal level of ability to 
effect change, by the treatment group, in the work based only on the rubric for feedback 
without pen to paper feedback level was determined based on the essay scores as assessed 
by an external assessor: At what level are students able to comfortably effect change to 
their work based on the feedback?  
A further point of interest, with regard to this dissertation, was with how 
individual cohort feedback rubrics compare, which can be viewed in Appendix F. While 
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there was an expected semantic difference in each group’s phraseology used in the rubric, 
differences were noted and these differences are discussed in Chapter 5.  
Chapter Summary 
 The focus of the study was to identify a more effective and efficient style or 
approach to the peer feedback assessment activities vis-à-vis the utilization of classroom 
time through the use of Web 2.0 technological tools in order to improve learner 
outcomes. This research design was developed to have students converse about the task 
requirements prior to its completion, and then record the results of discussions in a rubric 
that was used to provide feedback critiques. The treatment group’s results were held 
against a control group who conducted peer feedback-critique activity using a more 
traditional red pen on paper approach with peers explaining feedback comments to the 
author or recipient of the feedback.  
The research also sought to gauge learner perceptions from both control and 
treatment groups toward their respective peer feedback activity with the results from the 
assigned task. As well, data collected from the writing assessment sought to compare 
scores from Draft 1 and Draft 2 between the two groups with the data collected from the 
administration of an instrument with the objective of identifying if a perceptions of a 
particular approach to peer feedback or preference toward the type of feedback completed 
would show.  
Participants in this study were L2 English learners at the university level in Japan. 
These students took English classes as a requisite second language class in their chosen 
program of study. While it was possible that some students might have had some 
challenges with the use of a computer and the associated software applications to 
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complete their work, computer use was accounted for in the course curriculum and so 
problems with technology usage was expected with activities preplanned so to minimize 
problems once the research started. It was also expected that students would have 
challenges with the assigned tasks, particularly with some of the vocabulary as it related 
to the assignment and the survey as well. As these challenges are a normal part of a 
language teaching class, they were treated as such. 
This research sought to answer five questions on how peer feedback can be 
conducted and learner perceptions of the peer feedback activities. The research sought to 
identify if the peer feedback activity can be conduced more effectively using Web 2.0 
technological tools while attempting to obtain improved results that can benefit both the 
class teacher and the learner by improving the use of class time while making the peer 
feedback critiquing activity more effective for the learner.  
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Chapter 4: Results 
This chapter details results from a two-time point survey and the results of a written 
assignment that scored both the first and the second drafts. Specifically, for participant 
perceptions, an ANOVA from the pre- and post activity of a repeated survey that sought 
to better understand learner views of the peer feedback was conducted. For the peer 
feedback activity, the results of a multivariate analysis of covariates (MANOVA) of 
writing scores using draft 1 and draft 2 scores was used to identify changes in learner 
production scores. A general summary of data obtained as they relate to the research 
questions posed in this dissertation follow.  
Participants 
This study worked with a convenience sampling of five university English 
language course cohorts, N = 87, enrolled at Japanese universities, all of whom have 
similar English language abilities. Participants were streamed, based on the university’s 
L2 English ability tests, into leveled classes that approximate the B1~B2 level according 
to the CEFR scale (Council of Europe, 2011). From these five cohorts, four were 
randomly selected (using a random-number generator) to receive treatment with one 
group as a control. Control (N = 21) and treatment groups (N = 66) engaged in the same 
writing task including a peer feedback activity. The control group engaged in a more 
traditional (red pen used to identify corrections for revisions based suggestions written on 
the essay paper) style for conducting feedback; the treatment groups received the 
modified approach (where students outlined and recorded on a rubric the criteria to guide 
assessment) to peer feedback activities. 
Procedurally, both the control and treatment groups were tasked with completing 
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an assigned writing task as required by the course curriculum. Once the first draft was 
complete, control participants were asked to offer feedback to peers using the common 
practice of putting red pen corrections on the peer’s first draft. Treatment groups were 
asked to collaboratively derive, onto a rubric form, a feedback checklist using a wiki to 
facilitate class collaboration. Once the treatment group’s first draft was completed, the 
peer derived feedback assessment rubric was used to guide the peer feedback. Both 
groups were given about 14 days (covering 3 classes) to complete the first draft. The 
second draft was received 7 days after the first draft was submitted. 
Scoring for the written drafts of both groups was based on the summative scoring 
rubric for persuasive writing that is found in Appendix B. This rubric has a 5-point scale 
for three defined categories of assessment: Content is defined as organization, flow, and 
persuasiveness; Vocabulary covers word choice, tone, and transition words; Grammar 
assesses accuracy, variety, and punctuation. This scoring rubric was used to assess both 
the first and second drafts. 
Analysis 
 An instrument was used to gauge participant agreement with a number of 
statements regarding their perceptions toward the peer feedback activity with which they 
were engaged. Items 1–11, phrased to gauge agreement with a statement, had responses 
that ranged from 1 = totally disagree to 5 = totally agree using a 5-point Likert scale. 
Items 12–16, using a 5-point Likert scale, sought participant opinions to a set of questions 
with answers offering the following five opinions:  1 = never helpful, 2 = rarely helpful, 3 
= sometimes helpful, 4 = usually helpful, 5 = always helpful. These items from the 
instrument were used to elicit responses to a set of questions that would help gauge the 
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perceptions between the two groups for the peer feedback activity.  
Research Question 1. What were student perceptions towards receiving peer 
feedback between the treatment and the control groups? This first question was 
concerned with learner perceptions toward receiving peer feedback, with four items from 
the instrument seeking to identify student perceptions. The mean of each group’s 
collected responses was used to gain a general understanding of learner perceptions from 
the data obtained via a two-time application of the instrument. Responses, N = 92, were 
from a population of English learners in Japanese universities. A repeated measures 
ANOVA was performed with a 2 (timepoint) x 2 (condition/treatment) design. Item 4 
asked if students know what to do with peer feedback activities. The purpose of this 
question was to identify whether or not there are changes over time in their understanding 
of what peer feedback activities are for.  
The tests of between-subjects effects for instrument Item 4, where F(1, 92) = 
3.504, p = .02, did indicate a significant result (0.028, which is less than the traditional p 
<0.05, the traditional line used to indicate significance). Simply put, participants gained a 
stronger understanding of the function of the activity over time. However, as noted in the 
results in many of the survey items, the means response scores from the control group, as 
shown for Item 4 in Table 5, decreased. While the decrease in feedback reliability for this 
group was not significant, it cannot be said conclusively that peer feedback is well 
understood.  
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Table 4 
Instrument Item 4, Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III sum of 
squares 
df Mean square F Sig. 
Intercept 1671.738 1 1671.738 2367.46 .000 
Treatment 3.504 1 3.504 1.0 .028 
Error 64.964 92 .706 4.962  
Item 4 asked: I know how to correct mistakes in the given work.  
Table 5 shows the control mean responses to their perception of the efficacy of the peer 
feedback activity.   
Table 5 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 7  
Control responses Mean Std. deviation N 
Pretest 4.040 .841 25 
Posttest 3.960 .935 25 
Item 7 asked: The feedback I get helps me improve my work. 
Support for student understanding of peer feedback, shown in Item 7, p = .801 for 
the control group and Item 8, p = .693 for the treatment group, made the results from this 
question inconclusive. While the trend for the treatment group was positive, it was not 
strong and so no conclusion can be drawn. For the control group, there was a notable 
decrease in the mean score for this item that inquired about their support of the feedback 
received from their peers, but, this indicator was not significant. As Research Question 1 
asked students their perceptions toward the peer feedback activity, this question was not 
expected to show statistical significance for learner perceptions. However, the results 
suggest that a trend may be identifiable if the study had a longer duration over time and if 
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participants were queried more. This is shown in the test of within-subjects effects, Table 
6, where the return for the test of significance was 0.801, a figure much greater than the 
accepted return of < 0.05, the figure commonly accepted to imply a significant result.   
Table 6 
Instrument Item 7, Tests of Within-Subjects Effects, Sphericity assumed  
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Time  .082 1 .082 .135 .715 
Time * Treatment  .039 1 .039 .064 .801 
Error(time)  55.413 91 .609   
 Item 7 asks: The feedback I get helps me improve my work. 
Item 8 focused only on the responses from the treatment group, which like Item 7, 
asked treatment students how well they were able to understand the feedback given. This 
question was seen as particularly important in that students were asked to revise the work 
based on the feedback received. Learner perceptions toward feedback received by both 
control and treatment groups showed no significance in learner perception toward 
feedback accuracy. While both treatment and control saw a positive increase to a total 
mean of 3.180. The p =0.116 does suggest a trend that may be noticeable over time. 
Instrument items that test for sphericity assumed in the analysis of variance tests 
the condition or differences between all combinations of related groups or levels are 
assumed to be equal. 
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Table 7 
Instrument Item 8, Tests of Within-Subjects Effects, Sphericity assumed 
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Time  3.600 1 3.600 4.856 .030 
Time * Treatment  .116 1 .116 .156 .693 
Error(time)  67.465 91 .741   
Item 8 asks: I understand the meaning of the feedback given. 
Results for Research Question 1 (see Table 8) based on the instrument items 
assigned to address it, were inconclusive with no clear indication showing learner 
preferences toward the receiving of peer feedback for the assigned task. This is borne out 
by the responses to instrument Item 10 in Table 9, with the tests of within-subjects effects 
saw F(1, 91) = 1.941, p = .167, a non-significant result with regard to student trust for 
the feedback received. While the treatment group showed a greater amount of trust for 
the feedback received, this change over time was not significant, p <0.167. 
Table 8 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 10 
Time Group Mean Std. deviation N 
Prestudy 
Control 3.440 .768 25 
Treatment 3.588 .674 68 
Total 3.548 .699 93 
Poststudy 
Control 3.520 .872 25 
Treatment 4.000 .733 68 
Total 3.871 .797 93 
Item 10 asks: I trust the feedback given by my classmates 
 
The significance of Item 10, Table 9, is found with the time * treatment test of 
within-subjects effects for sphericity assumed. While the there was no significance for 
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the question inquiring into feedback trust, the analysis does hold marginal interest, 
particularly as the question of trust, in the feedback received, is a key consideration for 
the study with respect to Item 10 identifying possible trends in learner perceptions for the 
peer feedback activity as the students gain experience with the activity.  
Table 9 
Instrument Item 10, Tests of Within-Subjects  
Source 
Type III sum of 
squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Time  2.210 1 2.210 4.265 .042 
Time * Treatment  1.006 1 1.006 1.941 .167 
Error(time)  47.155 91 .518   
Note. This test of within-subject effects centers on the time * treatment test with sphericity assumed does 
not provide a significant result. If we consider only the test for time, the result is significant. The results 
from this analysis suggest a further analysis of the data is needed.  
 
Student perceptions toward the receiving of feedback from their peers was not 
clearly answered in the data returned for Research Question 1. The data, particularly for 
the treatment group, did show a trend of support for the peer feedback activity but the 
change in perception, between groups over time (p = 0.167), was not significant.  
 Research Question 2. What were student perceptions toward the giving of 
feedback to their peers between the treatment and the control groups? This question 
inquired about student perceptions on giving feedback to their peers, between the two 
groups (control and treatment), and whether or not there would be a notable change over 
time. The objective of this question was to identify if students are aware of the potential 
benefits peer feedback activities can offer. A repeated measures ANOVA was performed 
with a 2 (timepoint) x 2 (condition/treatment) design for the items addressing Research 
Question 2. Instrument Items 2 and 5 were the target items for this question.  
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Noted in Instrument Item 2, Table 10, student perceptions toward the giving of 
feedback have a mid-range mean and attitude change over time (of the research) as a total 
of participants had an increase of <0.5 points.  
Table 10 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 2  
 
Time Group Mean Std. deviation N 
Prestudy 
Control 2.920 .862 25 
Treatment 3.246 .961 69 
Total 3.160 .943 94 
Poststudy 
Control 3.560 .768 25 
Treatment 3.623 .806 69 
Total 3.606 .793 94 
Item 2 asks: I understand how to give feedback. 
 
The mean, broken into a time * treatment analysis within-subject effects was not 
significant (p <0.05); see Table 11. 
Table 11 
Instrument Item 2, Tests of Within-Subjects Effects, Sphericity Assumed 
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
Df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Time 9.487 1 9.487 13.228 .000 
Time * Treatment .636 1 .636 .886 .349 
Error(time) 65.981 92 .717   
 
Between subjects effect analysis also showed that there was no significance, as 
can be noted in Table 11. Item 2 sought to identify if learner perceptions, with respect to 
their ability to provide peer feedback, changed over time and if so, was the change in 
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perception vis-à-vis their ability to provide feedback significant. The test returned a p = 
0.349, a result that showed there were no significant discoveries made in learner 
perceptions as to their ability to provide peer feedback. The test between subject 
supported the findings with a p = 0.189 result, see Table 12.  
Table 12 
Instrument Item 2, Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
Df Mean square F Sig. 
Intercept 1635.180 1 1635.180 2059.842 .000 
Treatment 1.392 1 1.392 1.754 .189 
Error 73.033 92 .794   
 
Instrument Item 5, Table 13, inquired into the students’ perceived ability to 
provide feedback to peers as a means of improving their own personal work and in 
review the raw mean score for this questions, it can be noted that there is very little 
change in learner perceptions over time.  
Table 13 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 5  
Time Group Mean Std. deviation N 
Prestudy 
Control 4.080 .862 25 
Treatment 4.203 .719 69 
Total 4.170 .757 94 
Poststudy 
Control 4.120 .881 25 
Treatment 4.246 .847 69 
Total 4.213 .854 94 
Item 5: The feedback I give helps me improve my work 
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Interest in Item 5 centers on the learner’s perception of self to complete the task to 
provide peer feedback. With a pre-post total mean being 4.192, one can see a positive 
mean score for both groups that, over time, increases. While no significance is found 
within-subjects (see Table 14) or between-groups (see Table 15) in the analysis for effect 
over time, a trend showing the learner’s sense of perceived ability to complete the peer 
feedback activity is notable. 
Table 14 
Instrument Item 5, Tests of Within-Subjects Effects, Sphericity Assumed 
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Time  .064 1 .064 .095 .759 
Time * Treatment  .000 1 .000 .000 .990 
Error(time)  61.915 92 .673   
Item 5 asks: The feedback I give helps me improve my work. 
 
The between-subjects effect analysis of Item 5 also showed a non-significant 
return as can be noted in Table 15. Indeed, in reviewing the results of Table 14, we have 
a very like perceptions, between the two groups with the time * treatment, as the p = 
0.990 indicates. 
Table 15 
Instrument Item 5, Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Intercept 2543.442 1 2543.442 3997.468 .000 
Treatment .570 1 .570 .896 .346 
Error 58.536 92 .636   
Item 5 asks: The feedback I give helps me improve my work. 
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With respect to Research Question 2, student perceptions toward the giving of 
feedback as it aids in the revision of the assigned writing task, was not significantly 
different between the two groups.  
 Research Question 3. What were student perceptions of the assigned 
outcomes between the treatment and the control groups? The goal of this question was to 
gain an understanding of learner awareness of the assigned task and its requisite 
outcomes. Items 12 and 13 respectively used a repeated measures ANOVA analysis with 
a 2 (timepoint) x 2 (condition/treatment) design. While both groups showed a decrease in 
learner appreciation for the peer feedback activity, Item 12, Table 16, which asked for 
participants to rate the importance of the activity, saw a decline with a significance 
shown between groups, p = 0.026, less than the p = 0.05 score used to show significance.  
Table 16 
Instrument Item 12, Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III sum 
of squares 
Df Mean square F Sig. 
Intercept 2223.508 1 2223.508 3361.250 .000 
Treatment 3.380 1 3.380 5.110 .026 
Error 60.859 92 .662   
Item 12 asks: Peer feedback activities are _____ to building my English skills. 
Instrument Item 13, which asked participants to qualify the importance of peer 
feedback activities, was used to support Item 12. Item 13, F(1, 92) = 1.054, p = .307, was 
not significant in between-group interactions, as can be noted in Table 17.  
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Table 17 
Instrument Item 13, Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 
Source 
Type III sum of 
squares 
df Mean 
square 
F Sig. 
Intercept 2223.673 1 2223.673 3090.356 .000 
Treatment .759 1 .759 1.054 .307 
Error 66.199 92 .720   
Item 13 asks: Peer feedback activities are _____. 
The statistical results from Research Question 3 did not return a conclusive result 
that would allow for a more clear understanding of learner perceptions for the importance 
or usefulness of the peer feedback activity, as p = 0.307 shows, with respect to how the 
usefulness of peer feedback activities are perceived, that differences between the two 
groups was not significant. While the treatment group did understand better, as p = 0.026 
indicates, there was not a clear connection between editing and peer feedback’s support 
of the requisite outcomes as the p = 0.307 shows from data analysis of Item 13. If the p 
value for Item 13 had been closer to that from Item 12, then perhaps more could be 
gleaned from these two questions in support of Dissertation question 3. However, as the 
analyses of these two questions show rather different results, the null hypothesis, that 
learner awareness of the assigned task and its requisite outcomes was not changed, cannot 
be rejected.  
 Research Question 4. What was the connection between student proficiency to 
effect changes to their work with peer feedback between the treatment and the control 
groups? This question sought to identify if a connection with student proficiency to effect 
changes to the work was based on the type peer feedback received. As stated in response 
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to the previous three dissertation questions, data from the instrument on learner 
perceptions were inconclusive, with no questions returning significant responses in the 
repeated measures ANOVA analysis which used a 2 (timepoint) x 2 (condition/treatment) 
design.  
Research Question 4, in essence, asks students about their critical acceptance of 
the peer feedback received and were queried through Items 8 and 9. Based on the data 
returned, it cannot be stated that there is an identifiable connection between learner 
perceptions toward the peer feedback activity and the assigned task that received the 
feedback critique.   
Table 18 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 9 
Time Group Mean Std. deviation N 
Pre Control 2.625 .924 24 
Post Control 3.167 .917 24 
Item 9 asks: All feedback changes are correct. This question was applied to the control group only. 
 
Item 9 is seemingly easier to respond to for the control group as they are given red 
pen feedback whereas the treatment group must extrapolate the feedback comments 
found on the rubric and then look for the problems identified in their work. As was 
expected, and noted in the mean score for this Item 9, there is a notable positive 
improvement in the mean score in how control members view feedback suggestions 
between the two time points, as can be seen in Table 18.  
Table 19, which shows the mean score for Item 8, which addresses the treatment 
groups style of providing peer feedback, there is a more shallow improvement in 
perception to how the treatment group views the feedback received. While the scoring of 
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a peer’s work is perhaps more clear for the treatment group to undertake, due to the 
nature of the type of peer feedback these participants completed, the feedback was not 
clear what must be revised. In fact, based on the feedback rubric, students had to apply 
their knowledge and experience from the building of the feedback rubric to identify 
possible issues with their work. Thus, it was not surprising to see very little movement in 
the mean score for Item 8. 
Table 19 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 8 
Time Group Mean Std. deviation N 
Pre Treatment 3.725 .838 69 
Post Treatment 3.986 .757 69 
Item 8 asks: I understand the meaning of the feedback given. This question is applied to the treatment 
group only.  
 
The response by both the control and the treatment groups to Research Question 4 
was not unexpected, as this was not a question designed to provide a statistical return 
after one application of the instrument. Rather, it was designed to provide a snapshot of 
learner perceptions. The reason there was a greater improvement in learner understanding 
of the feedback by the control group was simply because control group students used 
their red pens on paper. These students were able to see instantly what their peers though 
of the work and where there were mistakes—instant gratification for the effort.  
The treatment group had a slightly more difficult challenge with the peer feedback 
activity in that they had to interpret, from the feedback rubric form, and apply the scoring 
suggestions to the writing. This meant that treatment group students had to review their 
work against the rubric’s advice and then apply their knowledge of the task to effect 
revisions—delayed gratification. Over time, with more applications of the respective 
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questions posited from Items 8 and 9, a different result may show, but with only one 
application to review, the returns sought was more of a confirmation of the null 
hypothesis: that students in the control, not the treatment, can see more easily, what must 
be revised in their work.  
Research Question 5. To what degree were students able to effect revisions 
based on peer feedback between the treatment and the control groups between the 
treatment and the control groups? Research Question 5 was the capstone question for 
this study, as it asks if the results justify the time a teacher must allot to the peer feedback 
activity with a measure of learner results. The degree of improvement was based on the 
students who completed the peer feedback activity and then returned a final copy of their 
report for this research with N = 87 (five individuals who started the study chose to 
submit their work for class assessment only).   
The results from the analysis of task scores are multifaceted. To determine 
outcome changes, the summative rubric (see Appendix B) was used with both drafts and 
the results recorded. The data were collected to first assess student ability to meet the 
assigned writing task. Second, the data were used to help the teacher measure the value of 
the flipped assessment activity, as it might relate to class needs. Finally, the data were 
used as a simple measure of the peer derived approach versus the traditional red pen on 
paper for use in helping the teacher to decide if the activity merits inclusion into a 
classroom activity schedule. If the activity proved to be successful, with mean scores 
from the treatment group being at least equal, if not greater to the mean scores from the 
control group, the flipped approach to assessment could be a recommended activity.  
Table 20, which displays the mean scores of Drafts 1 and 2 for Content, 
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Vocabulary and Grammar, is notable because, in one chart, the mean scores, over time, 
can be viewed and changes in the scores, between groups, can be observed. 
Table 20 
Descriptive Statistics: Means for Section Scores, Writing Section  
Source Identifies group Mean Std. deviation N 
Content Section of 
Draft 1  
Control 8.357 1.246 21 
Treatment 7.849 1.542 66 
    
Content Section of 
Draft 2  
Control 8.976 1.156 21 
Treatment 9.053 1.507 66 
    
Vocabulary Section of 
Draft 1  
Control 7.976 1.608 21 
Treatment 7.106 1.426 66 
    
Vocabulary Section of 
Draft 2  
Control 8.476 1.699 21 
Treatment 8.515 1.610 66 
    
Grammar Section of 
Draft 1  
Control 8.048 1.524 21 
Treatment 7.000 1.123 66 
    
Grammar Section of 
Draft 2  
Control 8.262 1.693 21 
Treatment 8.288 1.598 66 
Note. Each section is valued at 15 points. 
In multivariate tests, seen in Table 21, the tests between subjects were marginally 
significant with a result from a time * treatment of p = 0.081 which is greater than the 
accepted result of p = 0.05 but this result is close to the accepted p = 0.05 to warrant a 
further analysis so to identify the cause for the marginal return.  
Table 21 
Multivariate Tests: Hotelling’s Trace 
Effect Value F Hypothesis df Error df Sig. 
Time * Treatment .084 2.323b 3.000 83.000 .081 
 
The multivariate Hotelling Trace test is used to assess the statistical significance 
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of the difference of the mean of 2 or more variables between the groups and their 
respective variables. The multivariate tests used within-subjects for the time * treatment 
indicate that over time when ignoring outcome measure type, there was a marginally 
significant result with time * treatment interaction, as the p = 0.081 results show. With 
this result, a further analysis was justified because the null hypothesis stated that there 
would be no difference in scoring results across all three sections—that scores between 
the groups would be consistent—yet there are differences that further post hoc analysis 
might answer. 
Post-hoc, univariate tests was used to follow-up the marginally significant 
multivariate tests, show a significant time * treatment interaction with two of the three 
assessment variables. Specifically, they showed the mean outcomes scores, which were 
not dependent on Time Point 1 or 2 (Drafts 1 and 2 respectively), but there were also 
differences between treatment groups as well. Across the three variables, the return for 
content, vocabulary, and grammar were as follows: content F(1, 85) = 2.185, p = .143; 
vocabulary, F(1, 85) = 4.055, p = .047; grammar, F(1, 85) = 7.720, p = .009. For content, 
the p = .143 was not significant. There were significant interactions for vocabulary p = 
0.047, and with grammar there is a p = 0.009 result, both of which are < .05 test for 
significance. Although content scores did increase between Time Points 1 and 2 (Drafts 1 
and 2 respectively), this increase was not dependent on the group of which the participant 
was a member (control or treatment).  
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Table 22 
Descriptive Writing Scores: Univariate Tests for Sphericity Assumed 
Source Measure 
Type III sum of 
squares 
df Mean square F Sig. 
time * Treatment 
Content 2.731 1 2.731 2.185 .143 
Vocabulary 6.583 1 6.583 4.055 .047 
Grammar 9.181 1 9.181 7.052 .009 
 
When the data are collapsed, as we note in Table 22 across treatment and control groups, 
the tests were significant. The time * treatment indicates that there is a significant time by 
treatment interaction: that is, how well participants performed with the outcomes scores 
were not only dependent on time 1 or 2. There were significant interactions for 
vocabulary and grammar, but not content; although content did increase between time 
point 1 and 2, this increase did not depend on whether the participant was in the control 
or treatment group. 
Table 23 
Pairwise Comparisons for Content, Vocabulary, and Grammar – Main Effect of Time 
Measure 
(1) 
time 
(2) 
time 
Mean 
difference 
(1-2) 
Std. 
error 
Sig.b 
95% Confidence interval 
for difference b 
Lower 
bound 
Upper 
bound 
Content 
1 2 -.912* .198 .000 -1.306 -.518 
2 1 .912* .198 .000 .518 1.306 
Vocabulary 
1 2 -.955* .226 .000 -1.403 -.506 
2 1 .955* .226 .000 .506 1.403 
Grammar 
1 2 -.751* .202 .000 -1.153 -.349 
2 1 .751* .202 .000 .349 1.153 
Note. Based on estimated marginal means. 
* The mean difference is significant at the .05 level. 
b Adjustment for multiple comparisons: Least significant difference, equivalent to no adjustments. 
83 
 
 
In Table 23, the pairwise comparisons tests that show the time * treatment effects, 
in what are arguably the most important results from this study, show that the 
assessments for the vocabulary and grammar sections have significant differences across 
Time 1 and 2 for the treatment groups, but not for the control groups. The treatment 
group differed in the content scores between Times 1 and 2, as can be seen in Table 24, 
but it must be also noted that with the control group, scores positively changed but not 
with significance, as is noted in Table 25.  
Table 24 
Mean Estimates for Writing Scores 
Measure 
Treatment versus 
control only 
Time Mean 
Std. 
error 
95% Confidence interval 
Lower 
bound 
Upper bound 
Content 
Control 
1 8.357 .322 7.716 8.998 
2 8.976 .312 8.355 9.597 
Treatment 
1 7.848 .182 7.487 8.210 
2 9.053 .176 8.703 9.403 
Vocab 
Control 
1 7.976 .321 7.338 8.615 
2 8.476 .356 7.768 9.184 
Treatment 
1 7.106 .181 6.746 7.466 
2 8.515 .201 8.116 8.914 
Gramma
r 
Control 
1 8.048 .268 7.514 8.581 
2 8.262 .354 7.559 8.965 
Treatment 
1 7.000 .151 6.699 7.301 
2 8.288 .200 7.891 8.685 
*Time refers to the time point for the assessment. 1 = prestudy, 2 = poststudy. 
 
The results were then applied using a MANOVA pairswise comparison. Mean 
scores showed that for students using peer feedback activities, two of the three sections 
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for revisions had significant returns for the treatment group. This study rejects the null 
hypothesis for two of the three assessment points, that there would be no significant 
differences in scores between Time Point 1 and 2 (Drafts 1 and 2) of the writing 
assessment. It can be said that peer derived feedback activities, for vocabulary and 
grammar assessment points, have a significant positive influence on learner outcomes. 
Indeed the pairwise comparisons for mean scores for control versus treatment (see Table 
25), show that, for vocabulary and grammar, there were significant differences across 
Time Point 1 and 2 for the treatment groups, but not for the control groups. The treatment 
group differed in terms of their content between Time Point 1 and 2, but so did the 
control group.  
Table 25 
Pairwise Comparisons for Mean Score 
Measure 
Identifies 
treatment 
vs. control 
only 
(1) 
time 
(2) 
time 
Mean 
difference 
(1-2) 
Std. 
error 
Sig. 
95% Confidence 
interval for difference 
Lower 
bound 
Upper 
bound 
Content 
Control 
1 2 -.619 .345 .076 -1.305 .067 
2 1 .619 .345 .076 -.067 1.305 
Treatment 
1 2 -1.205* .195 .000 -1.591 -.818 
2 1 1.205* .195 .000 .818 1.591 
Vocab 
Control 
1 2 -.500 .393 .207 -1.282 .282 
2 1 .500 .393 .207 -.282 1.282 
Treatment 
1 2 -1.409* .222 .000 -1.850 -.968 
2 1 1.409* .222 .000 .968 1.850 
Grammar 
Control 
1 2 -.214 .352 .544 -.914 .486 
2 1 .214 .352 .544 -.486 .914 
Treatment 
1 2 -1.288* .199 .000 -1.683 -.893 
2 1 1.288* .199 .000 .893 1.683 
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Research Question 5 sought to identify the degree to which students were able to 
effect revisions, based on the type of feedback received, between the treatment and the 
control groups. The study found that the revisions effected by the treatment group were 
significantly improved for two—vocabulary and grammar—of the assessment criteria, 
with the third assessment criteria, content, improving but only marginally when 
compared to the control group’s mean scores. 
 
  
Figure 1.  Mean of Final Scores at Two Time-Points for Control and Treatment Groups.  
 
Further, the study found that the summative scores for the three content areas 
improved for the treatment group versus the control group (see Figure 1) to suggest that 
the treatment was successful in meeting it desired objective: to improve the final 
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outcomes more strongly compared to the control group. Indeed, it should be noted that 
the real mean scores for the control group increased by about 1.5 points, whereas the real 
mean scores for the treatment group increased by about 4 points. As Research Question 5 
sought to identify if the peer-derived feedback was an effective approach to conducting 
peer feedback activities in the classroom, it is, based on these summative results, an 
approach worthy of consideration. 
Chapter Summary 
This study investigated learner perceptions of peer feedback and reviewed the 
outcomes of the written work from two groups: a control and a treatment. The application 
of the instrument investigation into learner perceptions of peer feedback between a 
control (using red pen on paper) and a treatment (using peer derived feedback rubrics) did 
indicate trends showing a change in learner perceptions towards peer feedback might 
occur if the study had had a longer duration. As this study looked only at two timepoints, 
the data returned were inconclusive in answering the first three of this study’s questions: 
What were student perceptions towards receiving peer feedback?; What were student 
perceptions toward the giving of feedback?; What were student perceptions of the 
assigned outcomes? 
The study’s fourth question attempted to identify if the control group is able to 
collect feedback and effect revisions to their work in a more direct manner if compared to 
the revisions made by the treatment group. These results were as expected; however, 
results from the study’s fifth question did demonstrate the perceived value of the peer 
derived feedback activity.  
The treatment group’s ability to outperform the control group suggests that the 
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control group did not or was not able to apply revision suggestions beyond the specific 
points identified by the reviewer. Table 1 demonstrates that the use of peer-derived 
feedback by the treatment group to perform critiques was effective at directing the 
receivers of the peer feedback to the identified concerns described in the rubric. 
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
This chapter will provide a summary of the peer feedback activity, summarize the 
findings into the study of peer feedback activities, and discuss the conclusions drawn 
from the investigation into two separate approaches to learner centered peer feedback 
activities. The initial focus of the study into peer feedback considered learner perceptions 
toward the peer feedback/critique as a learner centered participative assessment activity. 
The second component of this study was an investigation into the results of two different 
approaches to the peer feedback activity in an effort to determine if the treatment groups’ 
mean scores would differ from those attained by the control group. The limitations found 
with this study are then discussed. Following the limitations is a list of recommendations 
for further research into peer derived feedback activities.  
Summary of the Research Into Peer Feedback 
Peer feedback, as a formative educational activity, has been documented and 
utilized in both classrooms and in industry for well over 200 years (Topping, 2008). 
There are numerous approaches to how it is completed (Gedye, 2010) and there is no 
single correct manner for how it is used. In education, it is used as a formative, error-
correction exercise in a classroom’s collective effort to help everyone make better 
revisions to an assigned task prior to its submission (Fadde, 2009). In all, peer feedback 
activities are routine and when student involvement (motivation) is strong, positive 
results do occur, but as the research suggests, for peer feedback to be truly effective, the 
stakeholders need greater inclusion into the whole process (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 
2006).  
Peer feedback is an individual critique of a classmate’s work; however, it is not a 
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test of isolated knowledge. In traditional peer feedback activities, teachers walk around 
answering questions from students, looking over shoulders to see the level of 
participation, or any other number of techniques one might use to improve the feedback 
given by students. Thus, peer feedback activities can be very time consuming as a 
classroom activity and so not necessarily efficient, in part because not everyone is 
critiquing the same assessment points—causing frequent interventions to ensure the 
individual is providing feedback on the assessment points.  
Paulus (1999) stated that language learners can complete peer feedback activities 
but Paulus also showed that the work of the students was limited by the scope of their 
ability. Ertmer et al. (2010) echoed these earlier finding but added that learner 
expectations for the feedback received from peers was not strong. Indeed, Murphy and 
Cornell (2010) found that not only were student expectations too strong for what could be 
achieved, but that so too were those of the instructors who used peer feedback as a part of 
regular classroom activities. This result was supported in the research, with Murphy and 
Cornell (2010) who suggested that a more supportive environment was needed for peer 
feedback activities to be effective.  
Support for the peer feedback activity will promote trust, which both Rollinson 
(2005) and Zhao (2010) suggest as being a key consideration for learner acceptance of 
peer feedback critiques. Training and practice, as suggested by Van Zundert et al. (2010), 
are also key concerns for building supportive and successful peer feedback activities. Yet, 
while the peer derived feedback activities seem to require large blocks of class time, the 
objective of this study was to help the teacher or instructor improve learner scores 
through an effective approach to peer feedback. The approach to the flipped assessment is 
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one that centers on support, training, and understanding of the function of peer feedback. 
With the aid of technology and participative assessment, time commitment issues are 
moot when considered against improved learner outcomes, which is of primary 
importance in L2 classes, when a successful approach to conducting peer feedback 
activities is identified.  
Research Results 
This study set out to answer five questions. Three of the questions sought to gain 
a deeper understating of learner perceptions toward the two different peer feedback 
activities tested in this research. The fourth question sought to better understand how 
learners responded to the peer feedback they received. The fifth question sought to 
review the results of the two different approaches to peer feedback critiques used in this 
research in an effort to improve the effectiveness of peer feedback activities in the 
educational setting. As well, a number observations, made in the process of having the 
learners complete the peer derived feedback activity, are included in this summary. 
Research Questions 1 and 2. These two questions attempted to show how 
learners perceive both the receiving and giving, respectively, of peer feedback. In a 
multiple analysis of variance test of an instrument that investigated learner perceptions 
toward peer feedback activities, it was found that the data returned from the two groups, 
separated by time, were inconclusive.  
Although the study did not identify significant changes in learner perceptions 
towards the giving or receiving of peer feedback between the two groups; however, the 
data collected can be said to indicate possible trends and that further research could 
identify such trends. Identifying possible trends is key in understanding better, the 
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perceptions of students towards peer feedback activities as teachers attempt to improve 
the efficacy of this activity. 
Furthermore, with respect to the question of trust of the feedback received, the 
dissertation questions asking the student’s opinions toward the giving and receiving of 
feedback are connected to the level of trust they have in the activity. Item 10 directly 
queried participants about the issue of trust of the feedback given by classmates. Simply 
put, as noted with the raw data from Table 26 shows with little change in the mean score 
over time, trust is an important issue and without trust in the feedback, students cannot be 
as effective with peer feedback as they could be.  
Table 26 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 10 
Time Group N Mean 
Pre study 
Control 25 3.440 
Treatment 68 3.588 
Post study 
Control 25 3.520 
Treatment 68 4.000 
Item 10 asks: I trust the feedback given by my classmates. 
 
With results across the two groups with respect to their support for the peer 
feedback activity, the change in perception between groups over time (p = 0.167), was 
not significant but there is an indication that trend may present itself with further study 
into learner trust of peer feedback.  
Research Question 3. Research Question 3 asked what students’ perceptions 
were of the assigned outcomes. What was sought here was an understanding of the 
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learner’s awareness and understanding, over time, of the task requirements. Basically, 
this question asked if students, through their work with the assigned task, were able to 
gain a better understanding of what was required for the task and were these perceptions 
different between the two groups. Item 12, which asked participants to qualify the 
importance peer feedback activities have on the building of their L2 abilities, did show 
significant change in learner perception to the importance of peer feedback activities.  
Table 27  
Descriptive Statistics, Item 12  
Time Group Mean Std. Deviation N 
Pre 
Control 3.800 .646 25 
Treatment 4.073 .734 69 
Total 4.000 .719 94 
Post:  
Control 3.680 .853 25 
Treatment 4.015 .757 69 
Total 3.926 .793 94 
Item 12: Peer feedback activities are _____ to building my English skills. 
However, this finding was not supported in Item 13, which asked participants to 
qualify the usefulness of the peer feedback activity. In fact, confidence in learner 
understanding of the peer feedback activity, based on the mean results of Item 13, seemed 
to decrease over time. So while the general understanding of what peer feedback attempts 
appears strong, there is a slight trend that showed decreasing confidence in the activity 
itself. 
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Table 28 
Descriptive Statistics, Item 13 
  Mean Std. Deviation N 
Pre 
Control 3.880 .666 25 
Treatment 3.971 .745 69 
Total 3.947 .724 94 
Post:  
Control 3.760 .723 25 
Treatment 3.957 .775 69 
Total 3.904 .763 94 
Item 13: Peer feedback activities are _____. 
 
Indeed, the decrease in total confidence for the peer feedback activity was led by 
the control group, as can be noted when Item 13 is in considered as it relates to Item 12. 
The raw mean scores, see Table 27 and 28, show little change in perception of peer 
feedback activities over time yet the scores from these two groups show that peer 
feedback activities do have an influence on learner results. An investigation into learner 
perceptions and how they relate to learner results (from peer feedback) may clarify this 
seemingly contradictory result on learner expectations of the peer feedback activity, 
particularly as they relate to learner self-reliance and learner motivation. 
Research Question 4. This question asked if a connection could be found 
between student proficiency to effect change to their work, based on the peer feedback 
activity, between the treatment and the control groups. This question centered on the 
learner’s critical processes with editing and trust of the feedback received and then for the 
learner to then to apply the feedback information in a manner that would critically affect 
specifically identified items or problems found in the assigned task. It was unsurprising 
for the control group to have an increase in response rates, per Item 9 (All feedback 
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changes are correct), as the errors are that identified by a peer are easily corrected by the 
receiver of the feedback. However, it is the ability to extend these corrections to other 
areas of the task that Research Question 4 investigated this study.  
In reviewing the responses to Item 8 by the treatment group (I understand the 
meaning of the feedback given), change in opinion remained largely unchanged between 
the two timepoints. This suggests that while students are aware of what to correct, and 
this is particularly important for the treatment group, the needed revisions were not as 
easily identifiable, as the peer feedback was largely a non red pen on essay correction but 
rather errors had to be identified based on the individual learner’s understanding of the 
collaborative agreement of what was considered successful (unsuccessful) application of 
peer feedback based on the learners’ agreed upon criteria. Although the treatment group 
did have some peers adding red pen comments along with the feedback rubric, they were 
few and served as recognized exemplars of identified issues and were reflected in the 
feedback rubric.  
Research Question 5. The most important question, for teacher consideration, 
asked to what degree were students able to effect revisions based on peer feedback 
between the treatment and the control groups. This question asked for a comparison of 
results between the two groups first, by time points and second, across the two groups by 
comparing Drafts 1 and 2. Participants, N = 87, were English language learners in the 
university setting in Japan. The participants in this study were asked to complete an 
assigned writing task that had them complete a first draft, provide feedback to a peer 
based the first draft and then, using the received feedback, revise and submit a second 
draft. The two groups were: a control (n = 21) who followed a more traditional (red pen 
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on paper) approach to the giving of feedback; and a treatment group (n = 66) who were 
asked to collaboratively derive a feedback form to be used to guide the feedback.  
Reviewing the final summative scores (see Appendix B for the summative rubric 
used to score the written work) across time (Draft 1 to Draft 2), it can be seen that both 
groups were able to revise the written work based on the feedback received from Draft 1. 
Specifically, improvements made to the mean scores were: vocabulary, F(1, 85) = 4.055, 
p = .047; grammar, F(1, 85) = 7.720, p = .009; content, p = .143. Yet, as illustrated in 
Figure 1, the group most responsible for the improved outcomes was the treatment group.  
Discussion of Findings 
The summative rubric developed for assessing the persuasive essay, seen in 
Appendix B, was used to assess and score the written work for both the student’s course 
work for an L2 English writing course (Draft 2 only) and this dissertation (Drafts 1 and 
2). The control group was asked to provide written (red pen on paper) feedback on Draft 
1 while the treatment group was asked, in a manner similar to the L1 biology students 
that Orsmond et al. (2000) discussed, to collaboratively express and record the student’s 
derived assessment criteria and respective descriptors (based on the task assignment) 
prior to giving feedback on Draft 1. While four individual class/cohorts were used as the 
treatment due to convenience groupings with each cohort’s respective collaboratively 
derived rubric presented in Appendix F, the mean scores for each of the three criteria 
were combined and used to represent the mean scores (for content, vocabulary, and 
grammar) for this dissertation.   
What was found in this study of writing scores was that the treatment group was 
able to significantly improve writing scores over time (between Draft 1 and 2). This is 
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attributed to the student’s greater understanding of what was required for success due to 
having these students collaboratively redefining the requisite outcomes. By using the 
expressions, phrases, or ideas—in the student’s own terms—students were better able to 
understand the task’s requisite outcomes. This improved comprehension of the task 
allowed the students to better identify success, or variations thereof, in their peer’s work. 
The increased awareness of the task requirements then allowed the receiver of the 
feedback to understand what the problems were, and the affect necessary revisions in a 
much more self-reliant manner than was seen with the control group.  
Beginning with content scoring, Figure 2 shows the mean score for content for 
both the control and treatment groups over time (Draft 1 and Draft 2 being the two time 
points). Both the control and the treatment groups’ overall performance improved. 
However, the change in the mean content score, when analyzed for variance using 
MANOVA, over time for the treatment group was not significant, p = 0.143 when the 
mean scores were placed against the control group. However, the treatment group’s mean 
score improved and this improvement was stronger than that recorded by the control 
group as was noted in Table 20 and is visually represented in Figure 2. The means score 
for content, though improvements were not deemed significant, can be said to have been 
positively affected in both groups by the peer feedback.  
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Figure 2. Mean content scores found at the two time points, Draft 1 and Draft 2 for control and 
treatment groups. 
 
The mean score for issues related to the criteria of vocabulary for both time points 
(Draft 1 and Draft 2) is visually represented in Figure 3. Like the content assessment 
criteria peer feedback activities appear to be beneficial for all participants in that the 
mean scores from both groups did improve over time (Draft 1 to Draft 2). The MANOVA 
between the two groups, over time, had p = 0.047 and this, being less that the accepted p ≤ 0.05, indicates that the time * treatment interaction was significant and that this 
increase did not depend on whether the participant was part of the control or treatment 
group. Table 25, the pairwise comparisons, further shows that there were significant 
differences across time 1 and 2 for the treatment groups, but not for the control groups as 
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can be noted in Figure 3, which visually represents the mean scores for Vocabulary.  
 
 
Figure 3. Mean vocabulary scores found at the two time points, Draft 1 and Draft 2 for control and 
treatment groups. 
 
The importance of having a significant improvement in the mean the score for the 
treatment group in the vocabulary component of student writing suggests that students 
can take the information from the rubric, which identifies or scores only areas/items that 
need to be addressed (according to the person giving the critique), and effect necessary 
revisions. The students, because they helped to define the many different criteria (and the 
descriptors) for the assessment rubric, were able to review the whole paper for the 
identified problem patterns—not just single, mistake by mistake problems as is done with 
red pen on paper feedback. 
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The mean scores for issues related to the criteria of grammar, as visually 
represented in Figure 4, displays the mean results between Draft 1 and Draft 2 for the 
control and treatment groups. With the grammar component of scoring, the difference 
over time brought a significant result with mean scores for all participants completing the 
peer feedback activity, when a MANOVA of the returning data showed a significant 
response to peer feedback with p = 0.009, a score that is significantly less than the 
traditionally accepted p ≤   0.05. Important for this study was the pairwise comparison, 
seen in Table 25, that showed that there were significant differences across time (Draft 1 
to Draft 2) for the treatment groups, but not for the control groups, as is visually 
represented in Figure 4.  
 
Figure 4. Mean grammar scores found at the two time points, Draft 1 and Draft 2 for control and 
treatment groups. 
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It is important to note here that the grammar assessment for L2 learners is 
arguably the most important for these students in part because it is very difficult to be 
successful using one’s L2 grammar. For students, it is rewarding and motivating to know 
that peer feedback can have a positive impact on their L2 study.   
As stated previously, peer feedback is not only about having one peer offering 
critical feedback to a fellow student. There is also the benefit of seeing how other 
students or peers approach the assigned task. This intangible benefit may have also 
played a role in learner performance between Draft 1 and Draft 2 for both groups. In 
observing the number or quantity of red pen comments made by both groups, as noted in 
Table 29, it is possible to gain a stronger sense of the learner’s commitment to the peer 
feedback activity. The treatment group was not obliged to make red pen comments, yet 
many offered red pen comments in support of the assessments made on the rubric.  
Table 29  
Descriptive Report: Mean of Red Pen Comments 
Source N Mean Std. Deviation 
Control 21 2.524 1.692 
Treatment 66 1.485 1.581 
Total 87 1.747 1.686 
Note: This descriptive report of red pen comments uses a 5-point scale which corresponds to the 
following: 1 = 0 ~ 5 red pen comments; 2 = 6 ~ 10 red pen comments; 3 = 11 ~ 15 red pen comments; 
4 = 16 ~ 20 red pen comments; and 5 = 21+ red pen marks. 
 
The control group mean was about 13.6 red pen comments per essay; the 
treatment group offered a mean of about 7.4 red pen comments per essay. While 
treatment group members centered the revisions on the information provided on the 
rubric, many also received red pen comments or exemplars of the issues that needed 
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revision. In a review of the comments made in the control group, most revisions directly 
addressed issues highlighted by the peer’s red pens and that the receivers of the 
comments did not extrapolate the red pen feedback to other like problems in the written 
work  
The data offered in Table 29, particularly with respect to the number of comments 
made by the control group after one hour was allotted for the peer feedback, is an 
example of why peer feedback activities are not well regarded in L2 English classes. 
With 2 of the 21 papers receiving no feedback, concern about peer feedback activities is 
warranted. A further 6 essays received fewer than five comments per essay, meaning that 
8 of the 21 class members (about 35% of the control group) did not receive adequate 
feedback to effectively revise the written work. In contrast, of the treatment group’s 66 
participants, 43 received some sort of red pen comment as exemplar support for the 
assessment rubric. Unfortunately, 8 (about 12% of the treatment group) of the treatment 
students did not make revisions because of poor feedback; it is clear that even with an 
effective system for peer feedback, care is needed for it to be effective for all participants.  
Limitations 
This study investigated peer feedback activities with students studying English at 
the university level in Japan. Preliminary research into the use of peer derived feedback 
activities showed that many students would be hesitant to use computers with this 
activity. As Aydin (2011) noted, many learners have a level of discomfort with 
computers. While there were a number of participants who showed some reluctance with 
using a computer for the peer feedback activity, the issue was not directed at computer 
technology itself, but at the lack of experience using software applications such as Word. 
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As well, a number of conflicting issues arose with the school’s computer using Japanese 
Windows 7 while trying to complete a task in English. The students were very supportive 
of those who were not necessarily competent or comfortable with the technology used in 
this research, and so issues surrounding the learner’s computer skills became a nonfactor. 
However, awareness of this issue cannot be understated. Support for those hesitant 
computer users is necessary for the peer derived feedback activity to be successful.  
The most important limitation for the successful implementation into peer-derived 
feedback was with time. Students had little difficulty meeting assignment deadlines. 
However, training students in the use of the LMCS did impact classroom-time 
management. Simply put, the treatment cohorts were not able to fully complete the peer 
derived feedback rubric, as can be noted from the peer feedback rubrics in Appendix F. 
While learners did have the ideas outlined for the missing parts in the rubric, they could 
not input it within the class time limits. Familiarity with the LCMS and indeed the 
feedback rubric development activity itself will allow students and teachers become more 
efficient and effective with class-time usage. With added experience with the application 
of the LMCS and wiki technology, stronger results can occur. 
Recommendations 
The educational field is based on learning support and this study into peer 
feedback activities was centered on supporting learner self-reliance with assigned tasks. 
Preliminary testing of the instructional method used by the treatment groups had shown 
that more support for the students in their decisions creating the feedback rubric could 
adversely influence the study’s results. While assistance was given when it was needed, 
the assistance was limited, with it being more demonstrative so to limit instructor 
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influence in this study. For the flipped assessment method of conducting peer feedback, a 
more engaged instructor should yield even more positive outcomes for the learners.  
Further research with peer feedback should follow more of an action-research 
methodical approach. This dissertation approached the peer derived feedback as a pre-
post test design with an instrument administered at two time-points over the 
investigation. Four points concerning the time and run of this study are apparent for 
future research that should provide more conclusive results for learner outcomes while 
providing teachers with a more detailed understanding of how flipped assessments or 
peer derived feedback/critiquing activities could be completed more effectively.  
1. With respect to the findings on learner perceptions as gleaned from the data 
returned from the instrument, a future study should cover more assigned tasks, thus 
expanding the time for the research. This would mean that more learner generated 
feedback rubrics would be developed and used. A positive result from having more 
learner derived feedback rubrics would be enhanced experience and expertise with 
feedback activities and thus, expanded learner support.  
2. Having a longer study would allow for more applications of the feedback 
instrument. For the researcher, having students continually refocus attention to the 
assigned tasks with formative feedback activities would build a deeper understanding of 
learner perceptions of peer feedback. Awareness of specific areas of concern, which can 
change between tasks, would allow the teacher the opportunity to work with changing 
learner needs as they are identified.  
3. The data from both Recommendation Points 1 and 2 would allow the teacher-
researcher to identify learning issues, trends, or problems students have with the flipped 
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assessment or learner derived feedback activity. This would then allow the teacher-
researcher to modify the instructional approach so to better meet learner needs for this 
activity.  
4. It was not surprising that students who participated in this study had language 
and communication problems. Participants were English language learners whose first 
language was not English, and so the term lost in translation was a real issue for this 
research. It is important for this approach to flipped assessment be expanded to include 
tasks where the learners use their first language. It may be that L1 learners are more 
proficient with peer derived feedback activities in a greater number of activities than is 
currently imagined for L2 classes.  
A survey of teachers who incorporate a form of peer feedback activities (both in 
L2 courses and in regular L1 classes) is needed so to identify what these teachers see as 
beneficial or problematic with peer feedback activities. Questions used for such a survey 
may include: Does the class time used to develop the peer-derived rubric justify the 
outcomes? Do the students maintain their motivation for the activity? As well, where 
teachers use technological tools: Does the technology, for example Web 2.0 applications, 
ease the workload for the teacher? Is the student-generated feedback formative, 
summative, or reactive (addresses only one point in the work receiving the feedback)? 
Does initial training ease the production of peer feedback activities and improve 
efficiency with learners in peer feedback activities?  
An investigation into the differences between the derived rubrics developed by 
learners, based on similarly assigned tasks, would be useful. With this investigation, the 
need to identify differences between cohort rubrics would allow the teacher to identify 
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both teaching points and areas of common misunderstandings with respect to the assigned 
task. The need here is to better understand the course-content areas where students want 
more instructional guidance. As well, teacher instructions are not always clear or concise. 
Identifying differences between cohort rubrics may allow the teacher to identify common 
misunderstanding of assigned tasks. This information would allow the teacher to better 
express the assigned tasks for the student’s academic benefit.  
Conclusion 
This study into peer feedback activities investigated English language learners 
(L2) at the university level in Japan in an effort to identify if this population of learners 
had the ability to derive a feedback rubric that they could use to guide necessary 
corrective revisions. The study’s main objective was to show how the teacher could make 
better use of both the teacher’s and the student’s classroom time, with respect to 
conducting peer feedback activities—the objective of which is to improve learner 
outcomes by building learner experience and self-reliance with their assigned tasks. The 
supporting focus of this dissertation was to identify if the Web 2.0 application, a wiki, 
can aid both the teacher and learners as they attempt to meet curricular objectives and 
outcomes.  
Peer feedback activities had been shown to not be as effective as instructors might 
hope for. Both Matsuno (2009) and Ertmer et al. (2010) suggested that this activity is 
problematic: One can infer from these essays that peer feedback activities, as a formative 
critique used for revising one’s work, is not necessarily effective. Questioning peer 
feedback’s validity as a teaching tool along with the time that is needed with traditional 
peer feedback is reasonable. Indeed, a review of the control group use of their red pens, 
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and whose approach was similar to that used by detractors for the peer feedback activity, 
showed that it is not very effective (see Table 29), with a surprising 2 of the 21 
participants not providing any type of feedback when requested and given one hour to do 
so. When students do not engage in the activity, trust in the activity is lost. 
When traditional peer feedback activities were found not to be effective, a better 
approach was sought and in this case, the flipped assessment methodology or the peer 
derived feedback critique was built. Its objective was to improve learner comprehension 
through collaborative discussions on the task’s requisite outcomes. That Orsmond et al. 
(2000) had published on this issue was not known at the time this process was first 
piloted. The review of the Orsmond et al. (2000) paper, it was apparent that the pilot 
project was more detailed and this was a beneficial discovery for the participants. Yet, as 
suggested for example by both Orsmond et al. (2000) and Van Zundert et al. (2010), with 
support, learners can be guided into giving effective feedback that can positively affect 
task outcomes. This support of students with their assigned activities, as commented on 
by Paulus (1999), builds a sense of trust between the learners. Students discover that 
collaboratively, the flipped assessment method of building learner engagement with their 
course work can be effective. 
The purpose of working with peer-derived feedback activities is that when used 
critically, it can constructively aid revisions with the goal of better meeting assigned task 
outcomes. The flipped assessment concept is about having students take a larger role in 
identifying assigned outcome objectives so that the students can more effectively take a 
greater role in setting performance goals while promoting a self-reliant learner who is 
motivated by success with task results.   
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There is a clear need (Pica, 1991; Rollinson, 2005; Van Zundert et al., 2010) for 
peer feedback activities and that for peer feedback to be effective, it needs support. How 
this support is provided is a personal decision for the teacher but it is important for the 
different approaches to be researched for effectiveness. For example, research has found 
that not only do participants need a strong voice in what and how peer feedback is 
conducted (Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick, 2006), but teacher support is vital (Baeten et al., 
2013) for there to be any success with peer feedback activities.  
The purpose of this investigation was to improve the common experiential 
learning opportunity for students. It also sought to aid teachers by improving the efficacy 
of the peer feedback activity by demonstrating how Web 2.0 applications can make the 
old task easier and more efficient to complete. Further, the incorporation of technology 
that supports language learning was to ease the assessment or student evaluation (red pen 
marking) burden of the teacher while attempting to enhance learner interest, experience, 
and self-reliance with assigned tasks. Focusing on two key components of peer feedback 
activities in this quantitative study, this study sought to better understand learner 
perceptions toward peer feedback activities; and, learner ability to complete the task. 
First, learner perceptions of the activity were investigated in an attempt to 
understand better how students feel about peer feedback activities. What was discovered 
was that the time and number of activities allotted for this research was too limited for 
results to be conclusive. Trends were noted but they were inconclusive. Simply put, a 
mid-point application of the instrument in a longitudinal study over a greater period of 
time, for example having students complete three or more writing tasks, may yield more 
conclusive results with respect to student perceptions of peer feedback activities.  
108 
 
 
Second, the results from the writing scores for the three assessed criteria—
content, vocabulary, and grammar—all showed improved scores for both the control and 
treatment group. However, in pairwise comparisons, the treatment group made significant 
improvements as compared to the control group. This test of the learners’ ability to derive 
feedback guidelines for use when providing peer critiques for assigned writing tasks was 
successful. For the teacher seeking to improve learner comprehension of assigned tasks, 
this approach to flipped assessment is successful and worthy of consideration as a 
supplemental classroom activity whose purpose is to build learner awareness of task 
outcomes and to help learners to meet the same. Of course, the teacher must decide if the 
class time needed to improve learner outcomes is justified, but it is clear, from this 
research, that students can complete this form of peer feedback to great success.  
This dissertation sought, through its study of peer feedback as a formative critique 
tool, to understand its viability for improving learner outcomes while improving the 
efficacy of peer feedback activities for the teacher. The final scores for the participants 
show that the treatment group’s ability to meet the requisite task outcomes was greatly 
improved as compared to the control group. With the aid of technology and by 
identifying software applications that can improve the efficacy of the peer feedback 
activity, this approach to flipped assessment is one more tool in the teacher’s arsenal that 
can build more successful, motivated learners. As a companion to the flipped classroom 
(Strayer, 2012) or the inverted classroom (Lage, Platt, & Treglia, 2000), peer derived 
feedback is one more instructional methodology to support students by having them 
become more involved with meeting their learning objectives. It is a method of 
instruction that requires the learner to take greater responsibility and play a larger role in 
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setting and meeting requisite learning objectives through their inclusion assessment 
activities. This study demonstrates that, when implemented effectively, flipped 
assessment activities can have a positive impact on promoting learner self-reliance with 
assigned tasks.    
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Feedback Questionnaire for  
English Language Learners 
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Peer Feedback Questionnaire for English Language Learners 
 
Often, students are asked to give feedback (critique or give opinion on) a classmate’s (peer’s) 
course work or task. For example, you are asked to give advice (suggest) how to improve a 
classmates’ presentation, or in a writing class, you are asked to find mistakes or problems in a 
classmates’ work. This survey is made of 21 questions that will help us understand how you view 
the peer feedback exercise/activity. We ask for 15 minutes of your time and to help us improve 
your learning experiences. Your participation is greatly appreciated; your answers will be kept 
confidential/private.  
 
Directions: For each question, please   circle    the number in bold that best answers/reflects your 
opinion. There are three sections so please take care with your answers.  
 
Questions 1–11 ask your views on giving and 
getting feedback.  
 
1=totally disagree, 2=disagree, 3=not sure, 
4=agree, 5=totally agree  
 
1. Giving feedback to my classmates is not 
difficult. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
2. I understand how to give feedback. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
3. I know what the mistakes are in the given 
work. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
4. I know how to correct mistakes in the given 
work. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
5. The feedback I give helps me improve my 
work. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
6. My English skills improve when I review my 
peer’s work. 
1        2        3        4        5 
7. The feedback I get helps me improve my work. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
8. I understand the meaning of the feedback 
given. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
9. All feedback changes are correct. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
10. I trust the feedback given by my classmates. 
       1        2        3        4        5 
11. Students with low English skills do not give 
useful feedback. 
 1        2        3        4        5 
Questions 12–16 ask your views on feedback 
exercises.  
 
1=never helpful, 2=rarely helpful, 
3=sometimes helpful, 4=usually helpful, 
5=always helpful 
 
12. Peer feedback activities are _____ to 
building my English skills. 
        1        2        3        4        5 
13.  Peer feedback activities are _____. 
        1        2        3        4        5 
14.  Reviewing the work of my classmates is 
_____ to my English ability. 
        1        2        3        4        5 
15.  The feedback I receive is _____ for me to 
improve my work. 
        1        2        3        4        5 
16.  My peers think that the feedback I give is __. 
        1        2        3        4        5 
Questions 17–21 ask basic information. Please 
circle or write your answer in the given space. 
 
17.  I am in the _____ of my university study.  
1st year          2nd year          3rd year       4th 
year  
18.  My English TOEIC or TOEFL score is: 
_____ points.  
19. I like the feedback to come from a _____. 
     Female                 Male                 No 
preference 
20. Please state your gender (sex). 
     Female  Male 
21. Please circle your age group. 
      17 – 20          21 – 25          26 – 35 
      36 – 45          46 – 55          56 + 
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Academic Writing Rubric 03-22-2014
1 Very limited 2 Limited 3 Adequate 4 Strong 5 Outstanding
□   Organization 
is unclear
□   Organization 
is weak and 
inconsistent
□   Organization 
lacks cohesion 
but main ideas 
stand out
□   Organization is 
cohesive and 
structured but 
lacks one or more 
paragraphs
□   Organization is 
cohesive and has a clear 
academic structure (ie. 
intro, body and 
conclusion)
□   Flow is 
nonexistent
□   The flow 
lacks 
smoothness
□   Flow is 
partially smooth
□   The flow is 
smooth
□   The flow is smooth 
and rhythmic
□   The content 
lacks clarity, 
with many 
factual/logical 
inconsistencies
□   The content 
lacks focus, with 
some 
logical/factual 
inconsistencies
□   The content is 
generally logical 
and factual
□   The content is 
somewhat 
persuasive and 
logically/factually 
supported
□   The content is 
persuasive and 
logically/factually well-
supported
□   Word 
choices are 
severely limited 
and 
incomprehensibl
e
□   Word 
choices are 
limited and 
vague
□   Word choices 
are limited but 
generally 
accurate
□   Word choices 
are somewhat 
varied and 
accurate
□   Word choices are 
appropriately varied and 
accurate
□   The tone is 
inappropriate 
for academic 
writing
□   The tone is 
somewhat 
nonacademic
□   Adequate use 
of academic tone
□   Strong use of 
academic tone
□   Outstanding use of 
academic tone (ie. 
avoidance of personal 
pronouns, contractions 
and colloquialisms)
□   Transition 
words are 
inaccurate or 
missing
□   Limited use 
of transition 
words and 
phrases
□   Adequate use 
of transition 
words and 
phrases
□   Strong use of 
transition words 
and phrases
□   Outstanding use of 
transition words and 
phrases
□   Almost all 
grammatical 
patterns are 
inaccurate
□   Grammatical 
inaccuracies are 
numerous and 
interfere with 
the meaning
□   Grammatical 
inaccuracies are 
notable but do 
not interfere with 
the meaning
□   Some 
grammatical 
inaccuracies
□   Almost no 
grammatical 
inaccuracies
□   Sentences 
are all simple 
and repetitive
□   Little variety 
of sentence 
types
□   Some variety 
of sentence types
□   Good variety 
of sentence types
□   Outstanding variety 
of sentence types (ie. 
simple, compound, 
complex)
□   Errors in 
punctuation 
seriously affect 
meaning
Frequent errors 
in punctuation
□   Good use of 
punctuation
□   Strong use of 
punctuation
□   Outstanding use of 
punctuation
Content 
Organization, 
Flow, 
Persuasive
Grammar 
Accuracy, 
Variety, 
Punctuation
Vocabulary 
Word choice, 
Tone, 
Transition 
words
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Writing Task assigned for a B2 level English language learner. This task is part of the 
student’s assigned curriculum.  
 
• 600 words (+/- 10%) 
• Six paragraphs 
• No paragraph is longer than 120 words or shorter than 90 words 
• 600 words (+/- 10%) 
• Follow a typical academic structure of introductory, body and concluding paragraphs  
• Select a topic  
• Make it into an issue 
• Think of at least three points to support each side of the issue 
• Take a position 
• Decide on and clarify three strong points to support your position 
• Decide on and clarify two points to support the counter position 
• Write a concise title that includes topic and position 
• Form a Thesis that reflects your position and three strong points 
• Begin your Thesis sentence with: This paper will argue… 
• Use a good combination of simple, compound, and complex sentences 
• Use a variety of transition words 
• Maintain a good academic style and tone throughout the essay 
• Carefully follow formatting requirement 
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Content and Academic Style/Tone 
Assessment Considerations 
126 
 
 
 
Content and academic style/tone assessment considerations 
 
• In expressing your argument, reasoning, and ideas you need to sound objective, 
so do not use personalized I or my  
• Do not use personalized you, your, we, and our which make your writing style 
sound too familiar and conversational 
• Do not write about your personal experiences 
• Do not ask questions to the reader 
• Do not use the vague and unsubstantial phrases and so on and etc. 
• Do not use the compound sentence connector and to begin sentences, but rather 
use the transition words In addition or Also 
• Do not use the compound sentence connector but to begin sentences of contrast, 
but rather use the transition word However 
• Do not use the compound sentence connector so to begin sentences of 
cause/effect, but rather use the transition word Therefore 
• Do not use colloquial, conversational language such as let’s, nice, OK, stuff, thing 
• Do not use contractions of verb forms like can’t, doesn’t, won’t, shouldn’t, but 
rather use the full forms like cannot, does not, will not, should not 
• Make good use of compound, complex, and multi-clause sentences 
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Instructional Procedure 
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Instructional procedure 
Treatment Control 
1.1: Survey. Assign Task 1.1: Survey. Assign Task 
1.2: Intro Wiki FB Rubric – Define Criteria 1.2: Discuss and Work on Task 
2.1: Define Criteria, Explain Success  
       Levels 
2.1: Work on Class activities related to  
        writing task 
2.2: Continue defining FB Rubric 2.2: Work on Class activities related to  
        writing task 
3.1: Make final FB Rubric edits 3.2: Work on Class activities related to  
              writing task 
3.2: Test FB Rubric on previously 
        written task – make revisions to  
        FB Rubric if necessary 
3.2: Peer edit previously written task 
4.1: Using FB Rubric, students provide  
        Feedback to peers. Students use the 
        peer feedback and their own writing  
        skills to revise their essay for  
        submission the following week  
        Students may ask their peer about the  
        feedback received.  
4.1: Students give peer feedback by noting  
       on the essay issues or concerns.  
       Students may ask their peers about  
       their feedback and use their own  
       writing skills. Students are to use the  
       peer feedback to revise their essay for  
       submission.  
5.1: Hand in Draft and Revised Essays.  
       Complete Survey.  
5.1: Hand in Draft and Revised Essays.  
       Complete Survey. 
Peer Feedback Research Schedule. Note: 1.1 means week one, class one. 
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Appendix F 
Learner Derived Feedback Rubrics  
For Research Groups RG1, RG2, RG3, RG4 
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Say what you want to say. 
Support what you said. 
Say again, what you said.
Criteria Not Accepted /2 Weak Skills  / 3 Meets  Goals /4 Exceeds  Goals / 5
Style
• tone
・asking question to the 
reader
・use colloquial or 
conversational language
・use the full forms like can 
not, do not and will not
・The tone is unsuitable ・The tone is not related to 
academia
• own style topic
・use "and, but, or "at the 
beginning of the sentences
・use negative contractions  
e.g. don't, can't, won't
・Use of academic tone is 
good(strong)
・use negative impression to 
emphasize  main point
• Topic ・topic is too simple ・write about your personal experiences
・passable use of academic 
tone
・outstanding use of 
academic tone
Connect
• Introduction • introduction is vague • introduction is not clear • introduction is clear • introduction is strong
• Thesis state. • No thesis • these is not clear • thesis is clear • thesis is a very good
• Vocabulary
• bad vocabulary choice • use difficultword to 
understand
• use good word • use very good word
• Flow • Background not written • Flow is partly good • Flow is smooth • Sentence length is good
Grammar 
• grammar & 
vocabulary
• Periods missing • many periods • some periods • All grammar is appropriate 
and complete
• subject and verb • Commas missing • commas missing • commas missing • Variety of sentence is good
• Capital letter missing • capital letter missing • capital letter missing • Using punctuation is 
strong
• description •No describe • a bit of a describe • some description • perfect description
Paragraph
• Logical Flow
• No paragraphs • No clear theme support • Paragraphs are long but 
still weak 
• There are many 
paragraphs about theme
• Supportive of 
theme
• No theme support • Paragraphs are short and 
weak
• There is Introduction, the 
essay body and conclusion.
• Content is strongly 
supportive
• Itemize opinions
• No six paragraphs • much less main point • Enough punctuation • Order of paragraph is 
good
• Quality
• no punctuation • You can understand it 
almost all
• Each paragraph is related 
to topic
• you can read is smoothly
Language Use
• a range of 
expression
• always use same words • No variety • Variety of words are used • rephrase many times
• formal writing
• write in speaking words • write in in informal 
witting
• still write some informal 
words
• write in academic words
• Conjunction
• many mistake using 
conjunction
•No uses of conjunctions • Good using conjunction • Use conjunction a lot 
correctly
Conclusion
• brief
• Sentences are so 
complicated
• Use the same words and 
sentences are long
• They're a little 
complicated, but almost 
clear.
• It is short sentence and use 
appropriate words 
• clear
• Use inappropriate words, 
structures are complicated
• Expression is indirect • Approximately understand 
topic
• Clearly focused on topic 
• comprehensive 
summary
• Doesn't talk about this 
conclusion
• It is a little 
comprehensible, but almost 
incomprehensible
• The  analysis is good and 
easy to make since
• Can understand easily 
what this topic is.
•main point
・Finally, cannot understand 
the main point.
• thesis and the main ideas 
are supported
・ instead of using "and, but, 
or" beginning sentences, 
uses  "therefore, however, 
also"
Writing: Feedback Rubric RG1 - Fin
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Say what you want to say. 
Support what you said. 
Say again, what you said.
Criteria Not Acceptable  / 2 Weak Skills     / 3 Meets Most Goals / 4 Exceeds Most Goals  / 5
Paragraphs
•It is written with less 
than 90 words and more 
than 120 words.
• It is written with about 
90words.
• it is written with about 
100words.
• It is written more than 
90words and less than 
120words.
• Each paragraph 
quantity •Lack of information.
• Little information or 
too much information
•Enough information but 
not clear information
• Enough information and 
clear information.
• Information • Write too much detail • Write detail. • proper detail.
• Introduction includes the 
summary of each paragraphs 
and main topics
• Introduction
Language •It is written in like high school English.
• Grammar
•It is written in like 
junior high school 
English.
•there are a lot of 
mistakes.
•a little difficult grammar 
to understand.
•Perfect grammar to 
understand
• Tense •. • •there are a little mistakes. •Perfect grammar
• Prohibited words • Too long explain • • •
Layout
• Quantity  written less than 540words.
- It is written about 540 
words.
- It is written about 600 
words.
- It is written more than 600 
words and less than 660 
words.
• A5 paper is used.
• Compound, complex, 
and multi-clause 
sentences are not used 
well.
• The right margin is used. • A4paper is used.
• Another font, not 
Times New Roman, is 
used.
• Line Spacing is not 
used correctly.
• The full verb forms like 
"can not", "does not", "will 
not" are used.
• Follow the requirements 
which your teacher said
• Form that teacher 
directed
• There is no line space 
after the line. •
• • Tab key is not used. • • • 
Content
• Main topic •Not talk about main topic.  - Not follow main topic - Follow main topic • Detail main topic
• there is no example in 
the paragraphs
• Too many long 
sentences are used in the 
paragraphs.
• your essay's information 
is much enough • good example
• Knowledge • not using knowledge
• There is only 1 
example in the 
paragraphs.
• example is clear •good explain with knowledge
• Detail • no understanding •just using knowledge • explain with knowledge • deep understood writing
•understanding • • not so understood • almost understood
Conclusion
• Coherence • It is written about personal experiences.
• It is run short of 
statements on the main 
ideas.
• There are statements 
what I want to say 
accurately.
• Thesis is restated briefly.
• Opinion • no opinion
• There are not enough 
my own opinions in the 
paragraphs.
• clear opinion
• Positive and negative effects 
of the topic are described 
well.
• supporting 
sentences
•no supporting 
sentences 
• supporting sentences is 
not understandable
• supporting sentences is 
clear • perfect supporting sentences
• clear •complex to understand • • •
Writing:(Feedback(Rubric(2(RG2(Fin
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Say what you want to say. 
Support what you said. Say 
again, what you said.
Criteria Not)Accepted)/2 Weak)Skills))/)3 Meets)Goals)/)4 Exceeds)Goals)/)5
Content
• Organization • unorganized • basically organized • appropriately organized • smoothly organized
• Clear and concise • very unclear and in concise • unclear and in concise • clear and concise • very clear and concise
• Idea • no own idea • few and unclear own idea • some clear own idea
• many persuasive own 
idea
• Facts and 
examples • no facts and examples
• unclear facts and 
examples • clear facts and examples
• clear summarized facts 
and examples
• Argument • no argument • unbalanced one-side argument • fair both-sides argument
• clear summarized 
argument
Grammar
• Tense
• never match with 
words expressing time 
obviously
• lack of using correct 
tense • appropriate grammar • using correct tense
• Articles • over 10 mistakes • lack of correct articles • appropriate use of articles •using correct articles
• Singular and 
plural • shows no difference • shows few differences
• shows difference 
between singular and 
plural
• clearly shows difference 
between singular and 
plural
• Part of speech • mismatch choice of part of speech
•  few mismatch choices 
or part of speech
• appropriate use in part 
of speech • clear part of speech
• Variety of 
sentences • no differences
• too much used and too 
complex • appropriate 
• clear and theological 
greatly
Structure
• Thesis sentence • no thesis • unclear thesis • understandable thesis • clear thesis
• Supporting idea • no convincing ideas • only your experiences • imaginable situations • facts and proved theories
• Conclusion • not referred your ideas mentioned above • complex and unclear • anyway theological
• clear and great 
conclusion
• Coherence • never coherence • not clear coherence • understandable coherence • great coherence
• Introduction • no introduction • unclear introduction • clear introduction • catchy introduction
Vocabulary
• Spelling • wrong spelling • a few wrong spelling • appropriate use of word • sophistication of vocabulary items
• Word form • wrong word form • a few wrong word form • correct use of word form
• correct non-idiomatic 
vocabulary
• Avoid use of 
phrasal verbs • lots of phrasal verbs
• sometimes using 
phrasal verbs
• few use of academic 
words • correct word forms
Word Choice
• Avoid co-ord. 
conjunctions 
beginning a sent.
• often seen to be used 
incorrect expressing • sometimes seen to be • appropriate
• used as academic 
expressing
• personalized 
word
• many use of 
personalized words
• some use of 
personalized words
• a few use of 
personalized words
• no use of personalized 
words
• Avoiding the use 
of phrasal verbs 
• many use of phrasal 
verbs
• some use of phrasal 
verbs
• a few use of phrasal 
verbs • no use of phrasal verbs
Format
• Line spacing • No • Yes
• margins • No • Yes
• font • No • Yes
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Say what you want to say. 
Support what you said. Say 
again, what you said.
Criteria Not)Acceptable)/2 Weak)Skills))/)3 Meets)Goals)/)4 Exceeds)Goals))/)5
Sentence
•  Complex 
sentences with 
subordinating 
conjunctions
• Using "Because "at the 
beginning
• Not using subordinating 
conjunction
•Using proper 
subordinating 
conjunctions for the 
sentence
•Using subordinating 
conjunctions perfectly
• Simple sentence •Lack subject or verb •Use improper verb for subject
•Use spoken verb 
(phrasal verb)
•Use proper verb for 
subject
• Compound 
sentence
•  Use "And" , "But" and 
"So" at the beginning
•Not correspondent to the 
two independent clauses
• Use appropriate 
coordinators, but the 
sentence is too long
• Use appropriate 
coordinators and 
conjunctions of clauses
Content
• Themes (Thesis 
& Summary) • No insistence • Weak insistence • Not strong insistence • Persuasive insistence
• Key words • Only one-side view • Both of positive and negative view • All sides of view
• Referring to solutions 
in all side of view 
• Example •Abstract( not practical) example •Unclear example
• Practical example to 
support ideas
• Concrete example to 
support ideas
• Opinion • Weak opinion • General opinion • Lacking opinion for full persuasion • Persuasive opinion
Language Use
• Word choice • To use poor and childish words
• To use too difficult 
words
• To use inappropriate 
words for formal essay
• To use appropriate 
words for formal essay
• Vocabulary • To use same word more than 5 times
• to use same word 
occasionally • understandable sentence
•Variety of idea about 
word
• Word mistake 
and  Spelling • More than 10 mistakes)
• From 5 mistakes to 9 
mistakes
•From 2 mistakes to 4 
mistakes 
• Only one  mistake or no 
mistakes
Grammar
• Academic • To be broken the rule of academic writing
• To be weak for the rule 
of academic writing
• To fulfill the rule of 
academic writing
•To have a good 
command of academic 
writing
• Verb tense • Not correspondent to the sentence
• Not proper for the 
sentence
• Almost proper for the 
sentence
• Correspondent to the 
sentence
• Expression • poor expression •General skill of expression
•Appropriate expression 
to explain the sentence 
• wide variety of 
(multiple)  expression
Structure
• Introduction •No answer on the topic • To exist thesis • To be definite opinion • Logical and Understandable introduce 
• Supporting • Not to connect to opinion
• Lack of persuasive 
ideas
• Many effective 
examples and 
information in detail
• Composed of 
supporting ideas 
connected to opinion
• Conclusion • Different from introduction
• Not to be organized 
idea • To say again • Restate opinion briefly
Reference
• Use APA • Not following APA at all
•Not revealing the 
information source 
• Following APA as a 
whole
•  Using APA perfectly( 
no mistake in reference)
• Quality of 
information • No information • Not enough information
•Not enough information 
to be reliable • Reliable information
• Quality of 
source of 
information
• Not academic sources 
of information 
like Wikipedia
• Unreliable sources of 
information
• Reliable sources of 
information
• Academic sources of 
information
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